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The First-grade Reading Group Study was an experimental effort developed
from the integraticn of research and knowledge about how young children func-
tion in a classroom, especially within the small group format. The moét ’

important sources of the ideas‘in the study were the Texas Teacher Effective-
ness Study (Brophy and Evertson, 1976; Note }), program development work t
done at the Southwest Educational Development Labor;;ory (1973) and the
P work of Marion Blank'(i973).
The result éf the integration of these sources was an instructiona.

* model consisting of 22‘§pécif1c principles believed to promote effectivg.
teaching of young ;hildren in small groups. This model is presented as it
applies to first-grade reading groups in qupbf, Anderson, Greenhalgh,

Odgen, and Selig (Note 2), and in Appéndix A.

A;;hough the ideas present in the ibstrﬁctional model are based on pre~
vious research and experiencsusuggesting theif effectiveness 1o producing
student learning, the purpose of the study was to test the model expefimen—
tally to confirm this. Such experimental efforts are necessary'if the find- -
ings of'correlational studies arc to be validated and rela;ionships between
variables*explained.

The past several years have seer’ maay process-product studies of teaching
‘ effeéiiveness, in which observed teacher behaviors are related to stu.ent
.  outcomes, most usually achievemenc. For general reviews of work in this tra-

dition, see Rosenshine (1976). Borich (1977), and Medley (Note 3).

These prnoess;produrx studies have been correlational in nature, so that
1t has not been possible to say that a set of teaching behaviors directly led
to student outcomes. Rosenshine n;d Furst (1973) described thre¢ important

4

stages in the design of research on teaching: descriptive, correlational, and

ey




experimegtal, and they e‘Eﬁasized th ¢ the last step must le gaked befé{é
relationéhips between classroom process vhriablgs can be 4cce§ted as valid,
beq@use only experimental results will allow éoﬁc{uéions about causality.
Dunkin and Biddle (1974) echoed ;his by noting, after an exhanséive snrvéy
of existing research on the g&fects of classraom processes, that “procass-
process and process-product experiments concerning teaching should be
encouraged, but preferably for the validating of crucial rélationships
previously discovered in field surveys or with strong theoretical justi-
fication" (p. 466). : | c

It was from this per;pactive, therefore, ;hat the £1gst~grade itading .
Groﬁp Study was conceived and carried ous. There exigted a body of inf;r~
mation about teacﬂing pr;ctices in a pavticular setting (small group
instruction in early elementary grades). These were integrated into an h
ingtructional model consistingoof ?2.specific principles dé?crib@ng teaching N
techniqﬁes which served és the "treatment" in an experimental study. Exten-
'sive observational data were collected in 20 first-~grade classrooms to allow
the invest: gators to exaﬁihe the effects of the t¥reatment on both student’
achievement ;nd teacher behaviors, and to examine process-product relation-

ships, including some directly relevant to the treatment and others inde-

pendent of it.

-

o
This report presents and discusses data that address the major ques~

tions of the study at the clasgroom level of analysis. Because the report
contains much detail and addresses many questions, the reader is advised -
to review the outline given below and consider the suggestions before

beginning to read.



“°

y _ 8 .
+ Organization of the report. The report is divided into six chapters.

4

- With the exception of Chapters 2 and 6, the text is organized arodinl catepories

.
, that correspond to parts of the instructional model and other observational . .

variables, .
Chapter 1 presents the b;ckgrcund and methodology of the study, and
discusses the instructional model.
Chapter 2 presents data on treatment effects on student uchievement.
Chapter 3 presents data on group differences on process measures'in .
order to determine if the treatment teachers' behaviors actually differed
from pheicqntrol teachers'.
Cha;ter 4 presents process—outcome data, in order to determine how
teachidg behaviors were related to student achievement. ' :
Chapter 5 is a discussion and contains s;ggestioné for revising the
instructiﬁnal mébel for future use, given‘the results of this study.
Lhapter "6 contains suggestions f;r the design of future experimental

studies.

[ 4

-~

W!thin Chapters 3, 4 and 5, detailed results are presented and/or i
discussed a;cording to eleven categories of varlables, and summaries of
results for th;sv are provided at the end of each section in Chapters 3
and 4. The catepories of variables are:
1. Getting and maintaining the students' attention (variables
derived from Principles 1 and 2 in the gpstructional model);
2. Introducingithc lesson aud new material to the students N
(Principles 3, 4, 5, ang 6);

3. Culling on individual students in the groyp (Principles 7,

8, 9, 10, i, ina 'Y, .



%

-

4. Dealing with individual learning rates within the group

.

(Principles 13, 14, 15, and 16);

-

5. Responding to answers that are not correct (Prianciples 17,

18, and 19);
: : T N
6. Responding to correct answers (Principle 20);

L ]
7. Praise and criticism (Principles Zl‘fnd 24);
8. Variables describing time usage;

1

9., Variables describing curriculum and content covered;

y

10. Variables degcribing other categories of academic
teacher-student ziheractions (response opportunities) ﬁot discussed in
the instructional model; °

11. Variables describing behavior contacts.

The reader who is nost interested in general patterns, but not in
results for specific variables, should read Chapter 1 and the discussions
(Chapters 5 and 6), and may also want to iook at the summary sections in the
other chapters. Readers Qho are only interested in certain variables -
may examiue them by moving to the pertine;l"secgjons (as 1listed dbove) in
Chapters 3, 4, and 5. -

Data for all analyses are presented in the tables iﬁ.Nélume II. Most
of these tables are reduced copies of the computer printout, and the order
of variables in the tables does not reflect the order in which the variables
are discussed. Therefore, perpinent statistical information is provided in
the text regarding the strength of significant findings, means, and rénges.

However, variable numbers are provided so that the reader can look up other

informat fon provided in Volume 11.



o

[

Chaptex 1: Background and Methodology

L

There were four ipépttant stages in planning and collecting data for
the First-grade Reading Group Study. Each is discussed in this chapter to

givé‘the reader ‘the necessary backgrcund to understand results presented

14 -3 ‘-»

in other chapters. .

1. Development of .the instructional model. The mddel was -the basis of
L e
the study, and was the result of integration of past research on effective

-

teaching of young children. It was described in a short booklet that was

given to teachers in the treatment’groups.

2. Selection of teachers and administration of treatment. Twenty-seven

teachers were involved in the study, divided into three groups: treatment-

observed, treatment-unobserved, and control. Teachers in the two treatment:

~

’ groups were given the booklet describing the instructional model, and'they

agreed to implemeit the model's principles in their #eaching.

3. Classroom ohservation. Throughouﬁ the school year, teachers in the ‘

treatment-observed and conttbl groups were obéerved teaching their reading
groups, and data were collectéﬁ with a cading éystem which had beenﬂdesigned

- . /
to measure implementation of the instructional model.

4., Testing of students. At the end bf the school year, the students

in the 27 classrooms were given the reading subtests of éhe Metropolitan
Achievement Test, d.evel I. These students' scores on the Metropolitan Readi-
ness Test (given at the beginning of the year) were used as covariates in ’

analyzing their achievement.

4
Development of the Instructional Model

The model was presented to the teachers as a set of guidelines for
4

teacher management of reading g;oup {nstruction. It was “curriculum free"

5
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in that 1:}]16 not focus on the content or materials used in teaching

reading, but orly on teachg} behaviors inyﬁlved 1n'uanaging the group as
’ . . .

a whole or managing individual student ré;ponses. A major rationale fof?
~/ ] * -

the model was that every child should receive as much individuul atten-
% *

tion as possible within the group setting, and a major objective of the

model was to help teachdrs achieve the optimal balance between attention

‘ -

to-the group and attention to individuals. -

It was emptasized hat the-teacher'sﬂrole in implementing the model

v

was an aétive and i ortont one. Application of the principles of the

model involved tea-her judgment based on knowledge -of individual students’

.

needs and the group 8 needs. The principles were meant to serve as guide-
lines to be applied as each teacher thought best for each.of her groups
(as it happened, all 27 teachers were female).

The background and rationale for each principle are discussed below.
The first 16 principles have to do with organizatiou and management of
the group as a whole, and the rest.concern teacher responses.to individual
student answers. Theyﬁfre grouped as they were presented to the teachers.
In the manual given to the teachers, the préseutation of each principle

(denoted here by underlining) ‘was followed by a bheief discussion of the

.rationale and some practical examples (see Appendix A'.

Getting and Maintaining the Students' Attention (Principles 1 &“;7\\‘

Principles 1 and 2 emphasized that it is important to catch and main-

tain the children's attention at the'beginning of the lesson.

1. Tho teacher should use a standard and predictable signal to get the

P

children's attention. In discussing this principle, it was suggested




,- to the teachers that they use standa;d attention-gettérs in two

) situations:. when engaged in transi;ions:from general class activi-
ties to the reading group, and when getting students' attention at
the beginning of the g§oup lesson. The rationale for this principle
was thgt less time woq}d be wasted in transitions and in "settling
down" behavior if the students -learned to respond "automatically" -
to a familiar signal. This £;chnique was based on research

suggesting that good management systems minimize wasted time and

opportunities for disruptive behavior (Kounin, 1970). . . ‘.

2. Once in the group, the children should be seated with their backs

to the rest of the class while the teacher is facing .the class. The

L -
rationale fgr this principle was that the students in the group

3

would be less likely to be distracted by other activities in the

class when seated. thig way, and that the teacher wou}d be better

N »

able to monitor attivities in the rest of the room while teaching

the smali group. Kounin (1970), discussed the 1mportanc6 of

..
-

clasgrog? m¢§ltorin§ és-an aspect of."withitness" and as a way
to.prevent problems. The teaqhér wﬁ; is working with a small
group remains responsible for the rest of the class,. and therefore
must prevent disruption fr;m outside tl';e proup if the reading |

group lesson is to be taught effectively, and if out-of-group

)

students are to spend their time productively.

?
’

Introducing the Lesson and New Material to the Students (Principles 3,4,5, & 6)

.
Principles 3, 4, 5, and 6 were concerned with introducing new material,
and were based on the premise that an introduction should prepare the

students for the lesson by getting their attention, teaching new skills
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and terms before asking the students to apply them, and makins sure ‘that"

- the studeuts know what to do in activities.

- °* . "

3. The introdaction gpnuld contain an overview of what is to come 1n

order to mentally prepare the students for the’presentation. The |

. rationale for this principle was that students who are “wcntally -
prepared" for new knowlgdge or future activities can better receive .
and process that 1nformation. That 18, an ove}view should help
- students organize :heir thinking and focus on the task at hand
s o by pointing out relevant aspects. Research support for this .

principle ‘came from Brophy and Evertson (Note 1), who f;und.a weak
but positive relationship‘betweén uge of advance orgénizers at the
beginnings of lessons and student achievement in higher-SES

classrooms. More .;eneral support for the pxinciple c{%e from

Ausubel (1963), who emphasized the importance of advance organizers.

4, .t is’ also at the beginning of the lesson that new words and sounds

*

should be presented to the children so that they can ugse them later

when they are reading or answering questions. Tﬁe rationale behind

this principle was that studenis who know what t6 expect later in the
lesson will be able to practice new skills more easily than they
w vould if they encountered unfamiliar words in the midst of readiné.
It was assumed that reinforcement oi new words within the reading
lesson would be greater when the wor;s were presented at the
beginning, or at least prior to encountcr{ng them within gome
/ context., Therefore, a r#tionale fr this principle was that break-

ing up new information into introductory and practice phases wr.ld

make it easier for the students to learn it.




5. When new words or sounds are presented, the teacher should have

the children repeat them until they can gdy them gatisfactorily.

’ ' This principle was an extension of Number 4; that is, once new
1nformation (in this case, new words) has been presented, it is
1mportant to 1nitially practice using that informetion #n bmall,-
simple steps so that the students gradually increase their skills
in using it. (This is presumed to be especially 1mportant with

) ”£601 skills" such as beginning reading.) Research support for d
this principle came from Brophy and Evertson (Note 1)';ho foued

that practice of new material was positively related to learning

in high-SES schools.

' ‘A‘ ‘

" " 6. After moving into the lesson, but before askﬁ?g_the children to
_use new materisl or undertake new tasks, the teacher should present
' {

a demonstration and/or explanation of gny new activity. The

diecussion of th's priﬁEiple emphasized that a good demonstration °

or explanation included a carefully sequenced presentation of

[ e

\ the processes involved in completi;g an activity, and was given

. in simple, clear language that childre;‘could understand. However,
it was also emphasized that ;he feachet'is the best judge of how
much detail and how manv steps need bé included {n an explanation
for a given group or student. Research support for this principle
came from Brophy and Evertson (Note 1), who found that, in general,
lower-SES second~ and third-grade students, and thérefore ptesdﬁbly
‘lower ability studengs or those at the beginning of basic skill

\ [}
learning, benefited from carefully sequenced fnstruction, with

. enough redundancy of information to insure that students understand.

ERIC - -9-3
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Calling on Ihdividual squgg;s in the'G:AggifPrincAples 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, & 12)

Principlés 7. through 12 dealt. with calling on children. Tﬁia 1nvolved

" distrib: :ing individual response opporgunit ies during the lesson, while at the

same time keeping the entire group alert.

7.

+
L

-

The teacher should work with one individual at a time in having the -

children practidb the new skill and apply the new concept. making sure

that-everyone is checked and receives feedback during the lesson The

rationale behind this principle was that. the teacher needed to monitor
the progress of.each group member, and that the 6nly way to do this

was to question each child individually. This implied that excefsive

>

use of'choral responées would not be desirable. Research'support for
tgis principle came from Broéhy and Evgrtson (Note 1) who found that
;econd- and third-grade teachers who spent much time with individugl
students, even within a ;roup context, were more successful than teachers
who tried to work with the class as a whole or with pairs of students.
This result was interpreted to indicate that students at these grade
leyels neod indivi;ual monitoring and féedback, especially when learning
new material an&-trying to apply it for the first time. A consequence
of this principle was.that excessive usé of ‘choral responses should be
avoided, since this ﬁight mean that some individuals were not genuinely
practicing a skill, and it would be difficult for the teacher to recog-

nize this from choral responses.

The teacher should use a pattern (such as going frop one end of the

group to the other) for seclecting children to take their turns reading

s9 »
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in the group or ansggring:questfbns (ac_oppoged to calling on them

v

randomly and unpredictablxz: The éationale for this principle was
that ;tudents would know when to expect their turndresponding, and
that this would re&uli in both lowgted anxiet; about being called
N \ on ﬁnegpectedly and 1ncrea§ed\feacher control of oéereége; stud¢?;e
who tend to call out answers“3§ volunteer more intrusively than
the quieter students. Research support fér this pri&ciple came
from Brophy and Evertson (Note 1), who foundmihat teachers wh;

did not use systematic proéedures for selecting students produced
lower learning gains. This érinciple is reléted to #7, which
emphasized the need to work with individuals so that all children‘
could p;actice skills and receive feedback. .ﬁy use of sttematic'
selectfon, the teacher insures fegular contact with each student

[ 4 *

} T to practice imporfant skills.

-
. -

9. Inorder to keep each member of the group alert and accountable

: to_all times between turns, the teacher should occasionally

question’'a child about a previous response from another child.
Thé rationale behind this principle Wwas that the occasional. use
-0of such comments wou}d prevent any lapses of attention that miéht
arise from the'use of ordered turms. It was felt that Fhese two
techniques used together would produce oﬁt}mal attention, as well
as the other advantages of ordered turns described above. This
technique was suggested by work done by South&eet,ﬁducational
Development Laboratory (1973), where it was ineluded in a series
of staff development materials for working with kindergarteners

. in small group settings, and in turn was based on the work of




. Kounin (1970).

10. <Calling on volunteers should be pri@arily restricted to parts of

k the lesson in which.children are contributing bersonal experiences

or opinions. ‘The rationale for thia_principlé was that teachers

who relied too much on volunteers would not bé distribdting response
ppﬁbrtunities‘equally, so that shyer stddepts might ﬂave legs
contact with tlié teacher and less skill practice than ‘they needed.
It was felt that some situations probably were appropriate for ‘
using volunteers, such as giving personal experiences or opinions,
go it was left up to the teacher to decide when volunteers should
be used. However, the principle emphasized that the best way to

~tchieve the obiectives of lessons focusing.on reading skills was

. to use ordered turns and occasionally question a student out of

" turn. Research support for this principle came from the findings
cited above (#7 and #8) for the use of systematic selection and
the value of interacting with each individual student as much as
possible. . . * |

11. When call outs occur, the teacher should remind the child that

. ]
everyone gets a turn and he must wait his turn to.answer. The

rationale behind this priﬁciple is similar to that of #10,
in that letting students call out answers uften results-in the

’ quielet, shyer students getting léss interaction with the teacher.
Research support for this pr;nciple comes from Brophy and Evertson
(Note 1), who found that the frequency of call outs had negative

relationships witk learning gains in high-SES schools. There

were neutral and positive relationships for this benavior in low-




SES schools, suggestlng.that call outs migbt be an index pﬁ student
motivation and enthusiasm. Therefore, in disc;ssing the princisle,
it was empﬁfsized that the teacher should not bi overly critical

of call out;, especially when they might indicaie student enthusiasm.

12. The teacher should avoid rhetorical questions, asked for effect with ' .

*

no answer expected, or 1eading_question§. Othgy questionigg;patterns

.

t 2

to be avoided are answering one's own questions, and repeating questions.
) The rationale behind this pr;nciple was that it 13.1mportant for the
teacher to communicate to the students that every teacher questiqn
demands an answer, and tﬁat questions can be answered through applica= .
tion of skills. It was felt that teachers wgb used these questioning
patterns too much might confuse the students or teacher them to “second-
guess" tHe teacher by responding to her tone of voice or sentence
patterh, rather than listening to the t;;tent of the question. Suppo>t..
for this principle was based on the authors' observations of teachers
and knowledge of how young children may respond in confhsing‘situa-

tions, and on the writings-of Groisser (1964) and Laughlin (1961) .

Dealing with Individual Learning Rates Within the Group (Principles 13,14,15, & 16)—~

- t
_ Principles 13 through: 16 were concerned with meeting individual learning

‘needs within the group setting. These principles suggested techniques such
as breaking up the group, using another child as a model for the group, and
arranging for tutorial help for students who were not meeting learning

objectives within the standard group settiné and time.

13. At_some point during the lesson, the teacher must make a fundamental-

-ty wrom o

decision about whether the group as a whole can or cannot meet 2

- "lesson's objectives. The rationale behind this drincipie was thac

"13"’ Aald 4..‘




14.

-

\.\ .
L

.. teachers who remained aware of individual differences in rates of

learning of new material would %e more likely to prevent pfoblems
that migﬁt arise when one or two{students-}n the group were not
learning as desired. In such a.éase, if the'group remained together
and Ehe teachér taught at the levél of most of the students, these '
few would be left beﬁind. On the'other hand, 1f she worked with
one or two students who needeg exfr? help, the other studen:s would
not be spending instructional time efficiently. This principle

was sugéested by work done at Southwect Educationﬁ; Developmant'.
iaboratcry (1973); It emphasized that the teacher should make

sure that everyone in the group has met each lesson objecfive
before going on to a new step, but that doing this sometimes would
mean having to break up the group to f°233 on a few individuals,

to avoid "losing" them.

If the teacher decides that the group as a whole cannot reach the

objeéiivéE at tué‘same time, because of large individual differences

,

in compréhcnsion of the material, she should teach the more able

-

students through to the end of the lesson, dismiss them, and keep

in the group those few who need extra help. This principle suggested

specific techniques for breaking up the group when the teacher felt
that it was wise to do so. 1t emphasized that the teacher should
handle the breaking of the group without fanfare and without

negative statements regarding the students who remain for extra

. help. This principle was also based on the staff development

materfals developed at the ‘Southwest Educational Development

“Laboratory (1973).

b Q.'
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15. Sometimes the teacher may wish to.use one or more children who

have mastered the objectives to serve as models for the others.
One rationale for this principle was’ that sometimes students legtp
more quickly or pay more attention to peers whom they respect agnd

“~

like. Another rationale was that for some types of leérnings

\ -~
especially rote or memory skills, it would be less frustrating' for

the teacher and a student to model the skilla.rathet'than to

- .

v, .
continue working with students who have not learned them yet because

they haven't had enough exposuée. This principle.was suggested by &
materials produced by the Southwest Laboratory {1973). They recom-'
mended this especially for skills used in leérning 4 new language,

or other very basic material that needs to be overlearqfd to become
automatic. They suggested that students who were learning new N
lanéuage patterns need the opportunity to hear correct patterns

being spoken more than opportunities to practice speaking them, at

. the beginning. It was felt that this‘was applicable to teaching
beginning reading, because many of the skills involved there aliso

need to be overlearnea to the point of automatic response. .

.

16. If one or more children still do not succeed in meeting the'objectives ,

within the time available for the lesson, provision should be made

for tutorial agsistance. The rationale for this principle was that

students who failed to meet objectives within a group lesson needed
to receive extra help instead of being allowed to fall behind. That
is, the reading group setting could not be effcctive for them once
they got behind and ‘had missed important skills that were assumed and

built on in succeeding lessons. This principle follows directly from




the fzft that the beginning reading curriculum is structure& hierar-
- chically. It also is compatiﬁle with the principles of programmed

instruction and of mastery learning (Bloom, 1976).

Rosponding to Answers That Are Not Correct (Principles 17,18, & 19)

?he second part of the model was concerned with the teacher's role
x.. .

.Y
in dedling with individual students in the group. These principles focused

priggrily on the feedback given to students about their individual answers,

Teacher judgment was especially crucial for these principles, because they

k3

.distinguished among types, of questions, types.of pacing, and types of student

¢
answers!

'a) A distinction was drawn between two types of questions: those which
called for short factual answers requiring oqu‘memory, and those which could
be reasoned out. Giving s!ﬁhents hints and encouraging them to reason thraugh
to an answer is a possible and sometimes dé@irable tactic ;o be used in
connection with the latter type of question, but not the former. Factual
questions usually require factual feedback.

b) It was assumed that different learning objeétives would require
different pacing scrategies. Some lesson objectives aée taught most effectively
using fast~paqed drill and short answers, while others are taugpt‘better in
slower paced lessons. Extended feedback from the teacher takes time; §0 th&t
the pacexof the }esson is important to, consider when offering feedback.

¢) Obviously, tﬁe quality of the student’s answer is very important to
consider when deciding on feedback. Information given to a child about a
correct response will differ from that given-about an incorréct response,

The problem facing a teacher when a child does not respond at all is very

>

different fr&m the problem of reactihg to a partly incorrect response.- Fach

~-)



of these situations requires a different feedback response from the teacher.
depending upon the demands of the question and the capability of the child.

In general, the last six principles were based on Lhe premise that any
child's response, whether correct or incorrect, could be turned into a pleasant
learning experience by the teacher, using appropriate feedback that considered *
both informatioral needs (types of question and types of answer) aad the

lesson's pace. .

*

17. After asking a question, the teacher should wait for the child to

respond and also see that other children wait and do not call out .

]

answers. During rapidﬁbacing,'sho should wait a few seconds and give

the answer if there is no response. During the more slowl- paced

parts of the lesson, the teacher should wait for an answer as long

as she feels the child is thinking and will answer, but not so long

" as to embarrass the child or lose the other children's attention.
)

If the child does not respond within a regsonable time in slower

-

paced lessons, the teacher should indicate that some response 18

expected by probing. She should then simplify according to Principle 19.

The ratiomale for this principle was that students should learn that

-

a response is expected of them, and that the teacher should encourage

this whenever she can withoat disrupting the pace of the lesson.
Research support for this princdple came from Brophy and Evertson’

(Note l)?who found that teachers, especially low-SES teachers, who

"

had lower rates of "no vesponses” had hipher learning gains, The

work of Marion Blank (1973) also suppested this principle. Her éhide»

-]

Tines ot ted hitgy are dotaved 1rom g procvtam for disadvantaped pro-
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school children gnd centered on dialogues between a teacher and a

child, in which the teacher's handling of an incorrect response or

a lack of response is considered cyucial. Generally, the suggestions S.

made in this instructional model about feedback to incorrect answers

L4

correspond to Blank's suggestions.

18. Qhen the child is incorrect, the teacher should indicate that the

angwer is wrong, and theit follow simplification procedures outlined

in Principle 19. 1In communicating this principle to the teachers, it

was emphasized that the incorrect answers should not be met with overly
negative or rejecting reactions by the teacher, but that the student

should know clearly what was wrong about the answar. The teacher

should try to be as specific as possible about what was wrong. The
rationale for this principle was'that the student needed informative
feedback if the incorrect answer was to be used constructively.

Research support for this principle is discussed below under Prineiple 19.

19. The appropriate simplification procedure is detg;minea by the type

A

of question. «

a) 1f the question deals with factual knowledge that cannot be reasoned

out, the teacher should give the answer to the child and then move on.

b) 1f the question is one that the child could reason out with help,

— -

qu'gpagpé; should provide clues or simplify the question. If clues

still do not help the child, he should be given the answer. The

teacher_should never_ask another child to supply the answer.

In explaining this principle to the teachers, it was emphasized
that it was much more important for the teacher to -.tay with the child

who has answered incorrectly, or wheo has failed to respond, than to

Q --7
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go on to another Btudent to get the answer. When the teacher gave .

the answer to the child, it could be done in several ways. The

-~ \ .

teachers were told that this depended on the pace that they were

trying to maintain in the ieason. If it werejrapid, the teacher

-

should probably give the answer and move on, perhaps occasionally

haviﬁg the child repeat the response. If the pace were slower, the
question could be restated in a form thaé-simply_called for agréer
ment, repetition, or choosikgzzitweea alternatives. When the 7/

question was one that the 8t t was expected to figure out "(with

Y
8

.help if necessary), the teacher could give clues or reﬁhrgae in ways
. 7
that guided the child's thinking in the right direction. If these
clues did not help, the teacher could then give the answer (rather

than call on another child). - ‘

The rationale underlying thid principle was that first graders,
at this point in their le;rning of basic reading skills, were more
likely to liéten to and understand.informatien given dufing direct
interactions with the teacher than they were to learg when hearing
another student give -the a;swer. Also, there might be unfortunate
affective consequences if*téachets regularly gave up and moved on
to other students when the first student didn't answer. A teacher

who relied instead on the "austaining" aﬁproach embodied in this
principle feedback was likely to communicate to each student that
she expected and would be able to elicit some acceptable response

to each question, and that all students could learn to listen,

think and respond,

-~19~



,'Reseatch support for this principle came from thé findings

of Brophy and Evertson (Note 1) foé low-SES students in second

and third srgdeé. Por these students, there were posgitive relatiop-

ships with learning for teacher use of sustaininé feedback, but

negative telati&ns@iés'for asking other students for answers. This
° b:havibr was not as important for high-SES students. "This was
1nterpretéd to mean that studénts who are still I;arning.baeic tool
skills (as first graders would be, and as the 1&wer~SEs second and
third graders were) benefit more from sustained ipteraction with
the teacher than from listening to their peers. Another source of
support was Blank,(1973} who described several siﬁplification :
techniques useful in certain situations, depending on the charac-
teristics of the qﬁestion,.the child's response, dﬁd the child's
personality. A program based on her thinking was successful in
improving performance on IQ tests of disadvantaéed pre-schoolers
(Blank and Solomon, 1968) . D;scussion of this principle in the
/‘ teacher materials also included suggestions for giving explanations

¢ when supplying answers to students, rather than éiﬁing just the

[
answers themselves.

~

Responding to Correct Answas (Principle 20)
/7

20. When the studént has answered correctly, the teacher should acknowledge

the correctness and make sur¢ that everyone else heard and understood
the answer., The rationale for this principle was that young students .
do not necessarily know when they are correct, and that they deserve
informative feedback on this ﬁnint. It is alse important for other
students in the group that thqncorrect answer be acknéwlodibd. It was

Q - 9
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. suggested in this principlé that if other students did not hear or
understand the answer, then tlie teacher might repeat the answer or

have the original student repﬁfé it. However, it was suggegted

-

that the teacher not get in the habit of following eve?& answer_with

repeti*idn. There was no direct.'specific research to support this

L4

principle, but its rationale stemmed from recognition of the source

o*

of young students' misunderstandings of what is and is .not correct

~and from g;netal stress on the imporftance of feedback.

(.‘v . Y
4 ¢

Praise'and Criticism (Principles 21 and 22)'

~

21. Praise should be uged in modgration. Thé’fZZéﬁér gshould praise thinking

and effort more than just gegéing tpg'answg;, and should make praise as

specific and individual as.possible. Tbe rationale here was that praise

-~

. * . should be uscd on an océasional basis to reinforce the students, but
if uséd.too much, it wouid fose its value. _it was assumed that
making praise as specific as gossible would éonvey more 1nform§%ion'
to the student about his answer, and would therefore be mdre effective
feedback. The’research S&se for this principle was a set of sometimes
éQntradictory findiﬁég. Although there is much agreement that praise
can b; an .effective mot;yator, there has Seen little evidence that
therg;is.4 strong relationship between learning or good performance
and verbal praise. It was hypothegized that éne explanation for this

* lack of relationship was that most praise was not given very effecgively.
Therefore, it was the purpose of this principle to try to'make praise

more effective and meaningful, and to examine its effect, given these

characteristics.




K

] . ) * -
. -~ N .t ) . ‘. ' . . ‘:.
. 22. Criticism should ‘also.be as specific as possible, and should include

specification of desirable or correct alternatives. The rat%oﬁi;e for
« _ this principle was that there is soﬁéfimea a'rea;on'to give criticism
} because it can be informative.to students and can point outfthe relative
| aspects of their behavior and/or tﬁiﬁking..'kOWever,~1r was felt that
the more,specific the criticism, the more iuformation is presented
to students. Therefore the rationale for‘qpis }rinciple was very ¢
s v similar to that for praise. The research base for this principle ’

s

cagfe primarily from‘htoppy and’Evettsop (No;e 1), wuo found that ..2
the ;ore effective high-SES teachers used some criticism. When
use& by th;se Leacheré, it was a refiection of high expeetatiqns
o / and demandingness rather than negativistis responses to the'student's
work. In the principle as-it was explained to t%e teachers, it
was emphasized that specific, positive instruction should be given
. along wiph any cg§rection or cfiticism.' ", | " 4
° In summary, these 22 principles creatg& an instrgctional model which
had ‘as its underlying rationale an emphasis on getting and maintaining
. sgudents' attention, sequencing inﬁormation clearly for the students, and

-

being very-careful to provide ;nformation about éhe relevant aspects of a
question or answer. Although it was not expressed this wa§ in the materials
given to teachers, the model clearly suggests that the teacher play a
controlling- and leading role in directing the reaéing group.- In this sense,'
the instructional, model caﬂ be said to be a reflection of "direct instrucéion"
(Rosenshine, 1976), in that it asks the teacher to take on the role of

. - {nstructional leadership, through constant moniéoring and ccntrol of students'

behavior and information processing.

ERIC - | -22-
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Administration of Treatment to Teachers
e e e s S e .
. After developing the instructional model, the next step in the stﬁdy
was to give it to teachers iﬁ the treatment grouﬁh and arrange for a control
C . . .
group who did not recéive treatment. Nine elementary schools and 27 female

first-grade teachers were invoiwed.in the 8tudy, divided among three groups

”\\\ - as follows: - . . .

L 4

1. Treatment-observéd. Ten teachers in three schools received the .

treatment }uere instructed in the principles and'akreed to use thgh in their
teaching) and were observed teaching each of their reading groups through-

out the year. (Séudent N = 192) : o

2. Treatment-unobserved. Seven teachers in three schools received.the

treatment but were not observed during the year. This group was included to

-

_assess treatment effects in the absence of observation. (Student N = 147)

3. Control-observed. Ten téacherb in three schools were given no
special instructions about how tb teach. They Qere observed throéghbut the . ___“
* year. This group was included in order to measure natural implementation
of the principles in the absen;e of a treatment. (Student N = 218) -
.The séhgola were assigned to treatment groups by first creating thrce
groups of three schools each ?hich were comparable in SES composition.
1A1;hough all of the schgols were located in neighborhoods which wpre pfedom-
inantly middle class and Anglo, there was some slight variation among the
schools in SES ratings aasigneé‘by the district. Therefore, three groups
<. were created so as to be bal?nced in this‘fespect, before befng.randémly
assigned as treatment or control groups. )

The result of this process was that all partfﬁipating teachers within

a school were issigned to the same treatment group. This opened the

) ' “23- &




possibility ef a school effect in.the results, but this was -‘considered a

less Serious risk than the possible contamination that woyld occur if

teachers within a school were assiyned to different groups.- In evﬁluating
‘the overall effect of the treatment on achievement,-fhe possibility of a .
school effect was considered. These analyses are digcu;séd later in the
report. o . ,
All }eachers who participafed in the study had aéreed'to do so after
discussing 1t with the principal investigators. Teachdr; in the two treat-~
ment groups vere told the purpose of the study ({i. e., to experimentally test
earlier correlational findings). Teachers in tﬁe.control groudp were‘told

* -

that the purposerof the study was to find out more about effective teaching
- .

of first—grade reading.

The 17 teachers in the treatment groups were given a short booklet

s

(33 pages) which described the instructional model by presenting each principle

and its rationale (;ee Appendix A). They were asked to read it and meet
again a week later with one of the 1nvestdgdtors, to discuss any questions
they had. At'tﬁi second meeting, the,teachers trok a short, multiplé;
choice test ove?;thefr knowledge of fhe principles. All treatment teachers
demonstrated sufficient knowledge of the model, and this was gpe extent of

the treatment, although the teachers kept the booklets for reference. They

each agreed to implement the principles in the model as they deemed them

. o
appropriate for their reading groups.
Classroom Observation
Data Collection
The treatnent was applied in October, 1974, and observations of teachers

24~
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,
in the treatment-observed and control groups bégan in November. From

this time until May, 1975, each of these' 20 classrooms was visited 15 to .20

' times (approximately.once a we;k),.and observed systematically with a coding

system developé& sbecifically fof éhe study (Brophy, Mahaffej, Greenhalgh,
Ogden, and Selig, Note 4). Three of the teachers (tyo ttéatment-bbservgd
and oﬁe control) left their schools after 2 months of observation for reasons
unrelated go the study{ Thetir teplaEements agreed to participate in ‘the
study and‘were observad the rest of the year. Therefore, scores for these
teachers are based on about 12 observations.

The oéservation system was designed with the 22 principles in ming.
Therefore, it'incorporated measures of implémentation of the mo@el,_as well
as other measures to assess the possible effects of such 1mp1eme§tation.'
The coding system was organized so that it would follow the naturQI flow
of‘activitigs during the réading group, but it could be broken.down laterf

into specific variables most relevant to discussion of each principle.

The system was divided into two parts. ihe first focused ‘on the

teacher's dealing with the groups as a whole, and the second involved her

academic interactions with individuals. This division reflected-the theme

running throughout the instructional model: the importance of maintaining

a balance between management of the group as a whole and interaction with
individuals within the %rbup.: Appendix B contains a summary of the obser-
vation system%hand Appendix C brovides a glossary of terms derived from it.

Group data collected during the observations. The measures in this

gection described the teacher's interactions with the group as a whole.

These included activities occurring before the group lesson began, as well
.. o»
as certain contacts with the group as a whole that took place during lessons.



.

The first thiné the observer would note during each observation was
rinformet;on'abogg the teacher's wanagiﬂé'the transition to tle group and
getting the attention of the students once they were in the group. Specific
measures here were addressed to the types of attention-getters used an& the
.. length .of time it took to get students to the group and to get the lesson
. started. (This measured implementation -of Principle 1.) At this point;
" the observer.would note how the students and tﬁe teécher were seated with
respect to the rest of the ciaqs (Principle 2). Once the lesson was begun,
the observer notéd the use of an overview and its effects‘(Ptinciple 3).
At this po{nt, the lespon proper would begin, and the observer would record
inf&rmation about intéiactions between the teacher and.individu&% students
(described below) . However,.during the rest of the lesson, the observer
would note certain information about the way the teacher dealt with the'
group as a whole, whéﬁever it was available. This included information
about breaking up the group (as described ih Principles 13 and 14): the
use of a student model (Principle 15), the quality of demonstrations
anh explanations (Principle g), the presentation of new words (Principles 4
and 5), choral responses and‘group call outs (Principle 7), and the use of
undesirable types of questions directed to the group as a whole (Pfinciple 12).
Individual data collected during _tjb.q observations. When the teacher
started the 1css&n. the observer began to describe each .interaction between

the teacher and an individual student that started with an academic question

asked by the teacher (}gﬁpﬁpﬁg.gnpqrﬁppjtjyﬁ). Any behavior contacts

occurring during the lesson were also recorded. This coding of iqﬁividual
interactions continued until the group was dismissed, although it could

be interspersed with coding of information about the group, as described




above. . * . .

’ -

Each response opportunity was described as to the type of selection,

the type of question, the type of answer, and ﬂheOtype of feedhaci. Each
of 'these larger cstegories includeé several specific types of studeqt or
teacher behavior. For example, under the general heading of "selection,"
.the observer wouid describe each interaction as to the method of selection
used and whether is was an ordered turn, a volunteer, a call out, etc.

Behavior contacts were described in terms of the type of student misbe-

havior (e.g., social talk; misuse of materials), the type of teacher correc-

tion, and whether or not the correction was specific as to desired alterna-~

tives, ) ‘ '
. The.data on response opportunitie; and behavior centacts were used to
measure implementation of Pnincipies 7-11 and 17-22, |

All of the coding df ihdividuql students' interactions with the teacher
‘wés "low-inference" in.that the observer was classifying specific behaviors
into categories according ﬁé préestablished.definitions. Inference on the
observer's part was limited, so that he or she haq essentially just counting
;pecific behaviors when they occurred. Some parts of the group data .collec~
. :105 were also }ow-inference, in that they ivvolved counting or timing, but
otherlheasureq were ""high-inference". For these, the observer was asked
to rate extent of use pf a behavior or'degree of appropriateness of .ts use.

The obgsrvers spent two weeks in the classrooms practicing with tge
system before actually beginning data collection. Pairs observed together
.until the criterion of 80 petcent‘agrébment on each major section of the

coding system was reached. After that time, observers worked alone. Each

teacher was seen by two observers who alternated visits to her classroom,
/

”
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Data Preparation . . .

At the end of the year, when ;11 observat{ons wvere completed, many
écores were computed for each teacher to reprgsenf the implementation and
effect of each pfinciple in the 1nsttucti;na1 model in her classroom. These
scores represented sums for the e&kire year, standardized where necessary
by the amount of time spent ;n‘observationm ’Tﬁere\gre three types of scores
repﬁrted: rates, proportions, and avétages.

Rates were computed by dividing a total frequency in a;categor& by

" either the totall amount of time observed (yielding rate per minute) or the

number of observations (yielding the average number of occurrences per 6baere
vation). Por the latter computations, an opservation.was considered‘to be
one complete lesson taught fo a single group. Therefore, a single teacher.
might be observed teaching from qne‘to four groupg in a morning, and tﬁe

data for each observation were considered separately for certain scores,

Proportions were relative rates which were computed by comparing the

ﬁumber of times that an event or behavior occurred to the number of times
that it could have occurred. ' Therefore, proportion scores range from .00
to 1.06. Occasionally, it is easier to discuss a proportion in cerms of
percentage of time, in which case the corresponding scores are 0% to 100%.
Examples of proportions are "the proportion of observations in which the
gpache; gave an overview of specific iﬁstructional content at the beginning
of the lesson" and the "proportion of all response opportunities which
included correct answers from the child.”

Averages are usced to discuss ratings or counts taken on a régular
basis., These were based on the number q( times the scores were reported

for a particular variable, which ranged from a few observations during

: x4
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the year to several instances in oae observation., Examples of such avgrages
are "“the average nuﬁber.of times per observation that the teacher called. for
a choral response' and the ”avetage rating (on a five point scale) of the

" percent of students attending to a signal for transitiou.

In creating varjables from the observation system to be used to evaluate
the instructional model, several approaches were taken. In many caaee..
single frequencies were expressed both in terms of absolute ‘rates per minute
of time (or per observation) and also as a proportion of the:maximum possible
score. The resulting list of variables is lengthy but thorough.,

The variables created from the low-inferenee daca seem complex at first
eight. due to attempts to make ‘each one as fine—grained as poasible 8o as
to detect amy contextual effects of types of questioms, typea.of answers,
and oral reading vs. questions asked outside of reading_turns. The sequence
used to create these low-inference proportion variables follows.

Firse, the proportion of all recorded reSponsee ("R.O.'s”) that includeo
. each separate element was computed, creating variables euch as ‘'proportion
of R.0.'s that were word recognition questions” and "proportion of R.O0.'s
with correct answers." Then, the data were tallied separately for finer-
grained analyses aceording to types of questions and/or types of answers,
resulting in such variables as “proportion‘of R.0.'s whfch were word recog-
nition questions that led to correct answers." (In the tables, this is
abbreviated for labeling purposes as "proportion of word recognition
questions that were correct.]' The tables are reduced copies of computer
printout, so that' the labels had to fit an 80~character limit.) For some
variables, a third element was also included, as in, for example, "propor-

tion of reading questions with incorrect ansﬁers which received criticism

-29-



~

feedback." o \

In addition to breaking down-t@é variabl;s according to the major
division of the low;inference part of the ‘observation system (selection,
question, answer, and feedbaci), all variables describing response opportu-
nities were computed -for total iﬁteractions, interactions occurring during
reading turns (oral reading), and interactions occurring outside of reading
turns. This was done because oral reading and o;her.queations were coded
differently due to the different contexts involved. ' When a child.was
reading alodd, the observer coded information only when the child haq an
interaction with the teacher during the turn. This was almost always due
to aﬁ error in reading. If the child read completely corre?tly, t?e observer
would note separately that a turn had been completed, but would code no
other information, because po interactions with the teacher would have
occurred. However, wﬁen a child was asked a single question by the teacher
(not in a reading turn), the observer always completed a line of coding
which described the type of‘selection, question, answer, and feedback.

Thercfore, the coding data for each teachey contained information
about the ways she dealt with interactions duting reading turns (which
were almost always errors) and the ways she interacted with students out-
side of reading turns when asking them single questions (where the errvor
rate varied). There were many commonalities across the two situations,
but there were also some important contextual differences. Therefore,
separate low-inference variables were computed for each of these two
different kinds of interaction, and these two also were combined into
data for "total" interactions. This led to series of varlables such as

L2 1 ]

"proportion of total R.0,'s which contained praise,” "proportion of turn

)
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response opportunities which'contain;d praise," and “propertion of nonturn
response opportunities which contained praise."” It was hoped that such
divisions would yield information ;bout what factors myst be considered
in each setting when making decisions about selection, level of difficulty
of material, types of feedback, and the effects of such behaviors on overall
pace.

Each scorc was computed for each teacher, re;resenting her average
behaviz§\across all students and all observations. .

Testing of Students

At the end of the school year, the observers administered the Metro-
politan Achievement Test, Level I, to the students in the 27 classrooms.
Only the.reading subtests were given. (Until this time, the observers had
not interacted with the students.) The teacher assisted in test admini-
stration when necessary, so that a ratio of one adult to about 15 students
taking the test was maintained in all classrooms. However, the directions
were always given by the observer, according to the test-makers' instrucs
tions (Durost, Bixler, Wrightstone, Prescott, and Balow, 1970). The tests
then were scored according to éhe manual and standard scores for each
student were gomputed from raw scores according to tables provided by the
test manufacturer.

The reading subtests were:

1. Word Knowledge-~The students looked at a picture of a familiar
object and selected one of four printed words which named t.

2. Word Analysis--The students listened to the test administrator
read a word, a sentence containing that word, and the word again, and

then selected the word from a group of four printed for that item number.
)

- s
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The words in each group of four were always similar in aépearance.

3. Reading~-The students read sentences or paragraphs, and then read
questions abgﬁt the material, selécting the appropriate answers from three
or four choices.

In addition t6 these three scores, a Total Reading score was computed
by summing the raw scores for Word Knowledge agd Reading. (This was done
accor&ing to Metropolitan scoring instructions.)

The students who had attended school at the beginning of the year had
been given the Metropolitan Readingss'Test by their teachers. These scores
were made available to the researchers, and the Total Readiness score was'
used as a cowariate in all analyseé 1nv01ving'student achievement. The
Total Readiness score Qas computed from six subtests:

1. Word Meaniugf-The-studént selected one of three pictures which
illustrated a word given aloud by the teactlrer.

2. Listening-~The student'selected one of three pictures which
11llustrated phrases or seﬁtunces read aloud by the teacher.

3. Hatvhing—~fhc student marked one of three pictures which matched

-

most closely a given picture. .
4. Alphabet--The student marked one of four lower-case letters which
was read by the teacher,
5. Numbers--The students followed directicns read by the teachers

which testoed number knowledge, such as marking the box with seven dots.

6. Copying--The student wag t& copy designs, letters, or numbers.

The maumal accompanying the Readiness test gives these correlations

(N == 743) bLetween the Total Readiness score and the three reading sub-

Y
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tests of the AchieVﬁ?ent Test, Level,I: vhen given in April of fhe first
grade (Hildreth, Griffiths, and McGauran, 1969):

Word Knowlcdge: r = .68 ,

Word Analysis: x = .66 - \

Reading: r= .64

In the present sample, class means were computed to use in apalyses

of other data at the class level. These correlations were found between
the Total Readiness score and each achievement subtest (N = 20).

Word Knowledge: r = .75

Word Analysis: 1 = .71

Readings r= «58

Total Reading: r = .66

These correlations approximate, those expected on-the basis of the test

manual, with none of the differences even approaching statistical signifi-

cance. Class means were computed for each readiness and achievement sub-
test. Table 1 (in Volume II) provides means of readiness end achievement
. test scores for each of the three groups of classes.

Data Analyses

A variety of analysis procedures were used to examine the data in the

study. These are summarized below and descrii:ed in wore detail in Chap-

ters 2, 3, and 4. All analyses were performed using class means, so that

-

~ tfm class and/or teacher is lthe unit of analyses, yielding an N of 20 for
analyses involving observation data and an N of 27 for analyses involving
only achievement data. (Seven treatment teachers were not observed.)

Three important questions ‘reve addressed with the data: 1) Did the

treatment have an effect or student achfevement? (Regression analvses of

o
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student achievement scorés were performed using student readiness and

L4

treatment ;toup.membership as predictors. These data are discussed in
[

Chapter 2.); 2) Did the treatment have an effect on behaviors? (Analyses

of variance were performed on the observation data using treatment group
9 -

habadg e

as_a classifying variable. These data are discussed in Chapter 3.);

3) ?haf wgrg:the relationships between behaviors and student achigvement?
(Regression analyses of student achievemen" were performed using va}ifbles
from the observation system and student readiness as predictors. These

data are discussed in Chapter 4.). .

o
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Chapter 2; Ang}ysis of Achievement Data for Trea t Bffects

- This chapteg examines treatment effects on achievement to desexmine

1f class mean reading achfevement ﬁas affected’by the teacher's mmnpershtp’.

¢
L3

In one of the three groups.

-

+ Several analyses were performed'using different covariates. The.most

important of these analysés involved looking at class mean acnievement as

+

a function of class mean readiness’ and treatment.group membership in order
to determine if there were differences in achievement between the treatment

clasgses and the control classes when entering readiness was takén into

-

account.
-y

Analyses Using Class Mean Readiness as a Covariate

Qhese analysés were done by a series of liﬁear regressién models,
according to procedures discussed in Ward and Jennings (1972). This approach
to reg;ession analysis compares pairs of linear models which describe differ-
ent relattonships-among the variables. The first of each pair is considered
the "full" model, and always accounts for more of Ege variance in the
criterion because it contains more predictor terms. The second model is
considered the 'restricted” model. The formation of each model is deter-
mined by che hypotheses that are Being tested. In'ogder to determine how
important is the difference between two models, their respective error sums
of squares are computed and‘compared. These are the squared summed differ~

"ences between the predicted and obtained criterion scores, using the regres-
sion coefficients obtained for each model to gglculate the predicted scores.
The error sums of sqdares of the two models are then cpmp#red by means of

an‘-F-test. Significaﬁt differences indicate that there is a difference

in predictive power between the two models, and, therefore, that the full

3



’
. model is a better representation of the data than the restricted model.
) ° * .‘ o .
The following models were .created to describe relationships among
predictors for, each of the four achievement test scores:
. Y= + * * *
1. Y= b6+ p2c2+ b,G.+ b, (R G,) + by (R*G,) + b, (R G,) + B,
. + 2. Yn’ b7R + b801 + b962 + b1063 + Ez
- 30 Y‘ b11R + E3 .
4, Y= blZR + bn(Gl-l-Gz) + b14(G3) + Ea
5. 'Y= bi R+ b, G, + 1317(cl+63) + Eg
) ‘6. Y= blBR + b1801 + blg(G2+G3) + 86 K
where:
Y= class mean score on one of the four achievement tests.
b_= regression coefficients for corresponding predictor vectors
R = ci.ass mean for the Total Readiness score
G,= memberéhip.'in group 1 (scored 1 1f class was in the’ '
control group, and 0 otherwise)
G,= mo.(mbership in group 2, (scored 1 if class was in the
treatment-observed group, and 0 otherwise)
Sy~ membership in group 3 (scored 1 if class*was in the
treatment-observed group, and 0 otherwise)
(R*Gl), (R*G,), (R*G_ )= vectors de'scribing: the product of the
class mean readiness score and group membership for each
of the groups. (R*G,) would be equal to the readiness score
if the class was in group 1, and would be 0 otherwise. These
. vectord were used in testing for interaction between reac_linesa
; and group membership.
: (GI+GZ), (G +G3), and (G,+G,)= vectors containing collapsed
sCores Tor group membership.: For (G,+G,), a class would
receive a score of 1 if in either gtoup™l or 2, and a O
otherwise. These vectors were used in testing paired
comparisons. . .
Q / . i.‘;
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E » error terme (composed of the differences between the actual

. criterion score and that predicted by the equation)
The folldwing comparisons of models were made for each of, the four

achievement tests:

1. Model 1 (full) vs. Model 2 (restr;&éed) (Test for interaction).
. . / S M
« This comparison tested for an interaction betwedn entering readiness and
treatment group membership. A significant F-ratio indicated that the data

are better described with the interactive model (Model 1). No significance

A
indicated that the’restricted model without the interaction terms predicted

the criterion as well as the more complex full model.

.1+2. Model 2 (full) vs. Model 3 (restricted) (Test for treatment effect) .

In the event that Model 2 was shown tq be as sufficient as Model 1 (by the
first test described), Model 2 was then taken as a full kodel and compared

to Model 3 which did not include information about treatment group member-,

ship. If this test was significant, it indicated that treatment group
membership was an impotkant predictor of achievement in addition to entering

readiness. If not significant,'then the results indicated that the treat-

ment was not a good predictor of achievement. This is analogous to an

>

analysis of covariance.

o

3. Model 2 (full) vs. Model 4 (restricted) ; Model 2 (full) vs. Model 5

(restricted; Model 2 (full) vs. Model 6 (restricted) (Tests for group com-
parisons), These comparisons were made when Model 2 had been shown to be

a bette? predictor of achievement than Model 3, which meant that there w;s-
a "treatment effect.” These tests are similar to paired cogparisons which
would follow an analysis of variance. They were done by creating restricted
models which did not differentiate between the th groups (Models 4, 5, and
6) and comparing them to Model 2, which did allow different predictive

it
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weighis to*be used for each separate group. Sisﬁificanqé for any of these.
tests indfcated that the restricted model, which combined two grougs,.uns
as good a description of the data as the full mogel, which did not combine
those two groups., That is, achievement 6£ the classes in the two groups e
was sfgq;ficantly different, wﬁen_gntering readiness was taken into 3°;;EETT~5' e
Nonsignificance indicated that there were no differences in achievement,

Bach of these three types of tests was conducted for each of the four ]
achievement tesis, using class mean ggadiness.as a covariate., Statistics
.forlmodel comparisons are presented in Tables 2-6, including‘é? values,
F-ratips, and p-levels, and results are discussed below, . .

Re;ults for testg of interactions between readiness and treatment
gxéug membership. There wéte no significant'results indicating an inter-
action bet%een entering readiness and treatment group membership for any of

the four tests (see Table 2).

“ . Results for tests for effect of treatment group membership. Tﬁese L.

tests revealed significant differences for each of the four tests. There
were weaker relationships for Word Knowledge and Word Analysis (p = .06

for each) and more highly sighificant results for Reading (p = .02) and

Total Reading (p = .05). These results indicate a nonipteractive treat-
ment effect on class mean achievement when entering.r€adiness is taken
into account (see Table 3).

Results for tests for group comparisong. In order to determine the

/ . direction of the group effect, the comparisons were examined. Means and

standard deviations for each group are presented Iin Table 1.

1. Group 1 vs. Group 2 (Control vs. Treatment-observed). These

tests revealed weakly significant differences between these two groups for




* the Word Knﬁlélge and Word Analysis sqbtésts (p_; .07 for each), and more
highly signiffcant diffgrences_fé; Reading (p = .0l) and Total Reading
(p = .05). The means for these two groups showed that the treatment- .
observed group had higher achievement ‘8cores than. tl}e 'coni:rol group. )
According to the test vakers' converdion tables, the difference was x;oughly

equivalent to one to two mox_ith's grade equivalency (Durost, et al., 1971)

(see: Table 4).

2. 'Group 1 vs. Group 3 (Control vs. Treatment-unobserved) . There -

L]
*

were significant differences found bet&een these two groups fqr all four
subtests: Word Knowledge'(p_ = ,03), Word Analysis (p = .03), Reading

(e - .02), and Total Reading (p = :02). Examination of the means showed
that the treatment~unobsefved group had higher achievemen§ scores than the
control group ksee Tsble.5) .

3. Group 2 vs. Group 5 (Treatment~observed vs. Treatment-unobserved).

Tﬁere were no signiﬁicant differepces between tﬁése tvo groups on any of
tbe four subtests. Examination of Fhe means indicated th;t the treatment-
unobserved group had slightly higher means on all.tests,thawever.. (see
Table 6).

These data suggest that treatment group membership significantly
prédicted achievement in addition to information abéﬁt entering readiness.
The two treatment groups had higher achievement ths. the conti&i group,
and there were no signifiéant differences between the two treatment groups.
~he results support the.hypothegis'that treatment classes would have

hiéheq_achievement. . ’

Other Analyses

In order to see if the results could be attributed to the confounding
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of treatmeht with schools, 6:her tests Qere done utilizing information

about the schools. . | .
‘Models were created of the same general form as the ones given on )

page 36, b?t which differeﬁ,in éhat they described achievemént as a function

of a) treatment group membership and school mean readiness; b) group

memberéhip and both class and school m;;n r;adiness; or ¢) group membershiff

and class size. These analyses were performed on Total Reading achievement,

e

Results of analyses using school mean readiness. Regression models

were the ;ame as those giveﬁ for the tests involving class means, except
that all classes within a school recei&éd the ‘same school mean score for
the readingss vector (R). When the school mean readiness score was used

as a predictor instead of class mean readiness, the pattern in the results
remained the same, although the p-levels were not as low (i.e., no signifi-
cant interaction or differences between tﬁe ‘wy treatment groups, but weak
or moderate relationships for an overall trcatment effect and differences
between the control and treatment groups). Results aré g;vqp in Table 7;

Results of analyses using both school mean and class mean readiness.

Class mean readiness correlated higher with class mean achievement than

school mean readiness (.69 vs. .39), and it was decided that class mean

was-a more reasonable covariate. Therefore, in order to test for school
effect with as much information as possible about entering readiness,
models were crcated which contained both school and class mean readiness.
as separate covariates. The results of this series of éomparisqps were
similar to those using class mcan alone, except that the p-levels were
lower, aﬁd there was a significant interaction between treatment group

0 | . . g\
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membership and class mean ;cadingss for the Reading and Tocai Reading
scores (p = .03). These data are presented in Table 8.

\\x In order t§ examine this unexpectgd interaction, tﬁe-predicted scores
were plotted for each treatment group using the model that cont;ined both
class and school mean readiness. The third éroup (treatment-unobserved)

'~° had a relatively restricted range of pteéicted scores when compared to
the other two groups, probably due in part to a lower N. When.tye school
mean was added into the equation, it had the effect ?f truncating the
predicted scores even more than with the ciass meaﬁ scores alone, regulting
in a near-zero slope for the treatment-unobserved group. This led to
significantly different slopes for the three groups. When only class
mean readiness was used to predict achiévement, the range of predicted

. gcores for the third group was not so truncated, although it wﬁs smaller
han those for the other two groups. The restricted range occurred in

\\\\\\n_ the middle of the ranges found for the other two groups, so that classes
in the ‘third géoup didenot represent extreme scores. This, plus the fact
that class mean readiness was more highly correlated with class mean
achievement, led to the d;cision to use class mean readiness alone as an
ability covariate in other analyses.

Results of analyses using class size. The last series of tests -used

to analyze the treatment effect compared models which included class size
in addition to class readiness. 1f there were any school effects which
were not‘atttibutable to difference:'in entering readiness, they might

be due to size of classes, which did vary somewhat from school to school.

The Total Reading achievement test scores were analyzed with class size,

class mean readiness, and treatment group membership as predictors. With
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class ;ize included in the models, there was 70 significant interaction
between group ﬁinberahip and readiness, and the treatmeng effect remained
significant (é.- .02). That is, class size was not contributing substan-. -
tlallg to the prediction of achievemenk, so that controlling for class

size did not remove the treatment effect on #chievemenc. .Result; are

presented in Table 9.

Summary of analyses of treatment effects on class achievement. The

classes in the two treatment groups had sigpificantly hiéﬁer adju;ted mean
reading achievement scores than the classes in the contrQl group, when
class mean readiness was uged as a covariate. There were no differences
iﬁ khe adjusted mean achievement score@ of the two treatment groups, indi-
cating that observation did not moderate.the treatment effect. No inter~-

actions between entering'readineés and the ¢reatuent were found.

-

Sever;l analyses were performed tp determine if the confounding of
school with treatment was responsible for the treatment effect. School
mean readiness and class size were each used as a predictor of achievement.
However, they did not contribute_to fhe prédiotion of achievement, so
'tha; a similar pattern of results was obtained as when using ciass mean °
readiness and. treatment*group as the predictors of achievement. There-
fore, school effects, at least as measureé in these two ways did not
account for the treatment effect, except insofar as they may be related
to the average class readiness level,

These results indicate that the treatment had a beneficial effect.
However, in order to completely evaluate the treatment, the components
of it were examined to determine if the treatment teachers were indeed

L}

behéving differently from the control teachers in the ways expected, and

“,
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;/“" if théae behaviors (as defined by the principles) actually related to
adjusted student achieémnt. Other teacher behavic_:o not ndirectly related
to the treatment were also coxipa;ed to see if the treatment-observed group
differed from the control group in other ways. These queeti‘;na led to ’\'\.
analyses of the extensive set of observation variables that are..r&ported
in the next two chapters. Chapter 3 presents comparisons of the treatment
and control groups om all observation meéures, including implementation

N of the treatment, while Chapter 4 reports relationships with. achievement

for all of the observation variables.

~r
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Data on implementation of the imxtructional model 1@ fﬁgliieacment
and control classrooms are presented in this chapter: To determine whesfler
the treatment had any effect on teachers' behaviors, tbﬁ mean scores for
tﬁe treatment group on each process measure were compared to the mean
scores of the control grgquiﬁ a series of one-way analyses of variance,
It was assuned that the scores for the control teachers represented the
base rates for these behaviors in the population of firsé;grade teachers
in the area, and ihat any sign%ficant group differences dn the eipected
directions cou;g be attributed to the treatment. V;riaﬁies measuring .
direc;rimplemegtation, indirect effects of implementation, and other
processes unrelated to the treatment were compared for the twofgroups.

The data are presented ¥or groups of related principles in the same
order that they were discussed in Chapter 1. For each prinmciple, thg
hypotheges are presented,.the measures used to test them are deécribed,
and the results are given in terms of the m;ans'of the two groubps and thg
level of significance of the mean differences.

»

Each variab1e~diacussed can be examined move closely be referring~£o
the tables., The numbers in parenthesesoindicate the variable numbers.
As discussed in Chapter 1, thé tables were created difectl& from computer
printouts, so that the order of variables in the tables reflects the order
vithin the computer program, rather than the order used Fo discuss them

in tne text.

Tableé 10 through 12 contain statistics describing these results. The

tables are Jdivided according to the type of measure, which may be identified '

by the variable number as follows: a) Table 10 contains variables

Cu
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pumbe;ed 402665379, which describe the ways "that the.teacher dealt with

the group’as a whole (e.g., calling for transitions, apking for choral
responses); b) Table 11 contains sariables numbered 1-431, which describe
rates per minute of components'of interactions between the teacher and an
1nd1v19ua1 student (g;g., rate of ordered selection, rate of correct
answer); c) Table 12 contains variables numbered 601+1079, which are -
proportioﬁs describing the relative frequency of gyges of inte;actions.

Iﬁ addition to providing the variable numyer..;o that readers may
refer to the tables for more éetail. the text also includes some statis- .
tical information. When the p-level of a comparison is equal to or below
.10; this is reported. The means fqr each group are also given for many
of the variables to indicate the extent of us; of each behavior described.
When means are reported, they are usuélly given in parentheses following

.

the discussion of the variable, and always in the same order: the control

mean first, then the treatment mean.

Three levels of significance were considered in interpreting the
results. When .05 ¢ p < .10, ‘the results are reported, but they should
be reqognized as veak relationships. When .01 < p < .05, results are
interpreted as representing strong relationships. .Because of ‘the rela-
tively low N for these analyses (10 for each group), the probability of
Type 11 errors is high. Therefore it is important to consider results
which fell in the range between .05 and .10 to see if they fit into a
pattern established by other, more clearly significant variables. No
single variable is decisive in fnterpreting data of this sort. Ingtead,

patterns of results are more important.
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Getting and Maintaining the Students' Attention (Principles 1 & 2)

Use of an attention getter. Teachers in the treqtmeut group were
expected to uge attention getters more o?gen to begin transitions and to
vegin lessons and, as a result, to have quicker and easier transitionms,
and to get the students' attention at the beginning . [ the lesson more
easily. The use of an attention getter during transitions and at the
beginning of the lgpson.was measured by the proportion ui all observations
in which some attention getter was used and by information about what kind
was used. There were no treatment effects for the proportion of time that
attention getters were used in eitﬁer transitions or at the beginning of
lessons (5312). Both control and treatment teachers used attention getters
to signal transitions very often. Mean proportion scores were .80 and .88,
respectively. However, few teachers in either group used an attenézbn
getter to start the lesson (5321; means were .05 and .07).

Although the instructional model did not suggest that any one kind
of attention getter was best, there were differences between the groups
in the types of signals used in transitions. The control group was more

.

1ik ly (p = .06) to use a bell than was the treatment group (5313; .29 and
.05). On the other hand, treatment teachers were more likely (p = .07)
to use a verbal signal (5315; .64 and .89). When an attertion getter to
the entire group was not used, treatment teachers were more likely than
control teachers to contact individuals directly (5318; p = .07; .1, and
,49). There were no significant differences hetween the groups for any
other types of attention getters (5316, 5319).

Fyen thoupt ne treatment effoct was found for the use of attention-

petting signals, results for variables describing the effectiveness and
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smoothness of transitions suggested a treatment effect. For example,
treatment teachers spent a smaller pioportiog of the;r total observed time
in transition to the reading group (4062; p = .02} means * .13 for control
and .09 for treatment). ”
Transitions were divided into three components, and each part was
timed. The first component was the time between the first occurrence of
some signal and the arrival 9f the last student in the reading group area.
Thi§ was known as "transition time to group--students." The second compo-
nent was the time from the arrival of the last student in the group to
the arrival of the teacher, known as "transition time to group--teacher."
The last component of the transition was the time from the teachers'
arrival to the beginning of the lesson, known as "time to lesson, once
group is togcsher." fhe?e vere no-differences between the two groups

in the average amount of time spent in each of these components (4026,

4027), but there was a difference in the proportion of the total transition

time spent in them. The treatment teachers had a larger proportion of
their transition time devoted to getting thé students to the group (4059;
p= .1?; means = .34 and .43). This means that the treatment teachers,
on the average, spent almost half of their transition time in student
movement, while half was spent in teacher movement to the group and in
organizing in preparation for the lesson. The control teachers, on the
other hand, spent about 60%Z of their total transition time in teacher
movement and organization. One possible interpretation of these results
is that the treatment teachers were devoting less of their allotted time
to transitions, and were also better managers of their own movements
during the transition, so that proportionately less transition time was

ca
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taken for teacher preparation. This 1is z;ssibly reflective of better over-
all preparatiou, since fewer problems seemed to he delaying them.

In order to judge the effectiveness of the teacher s signals to the
students, the observets were asked to rate on a five-point scale the percent
of stdaents who attended 1mmediately to the transition signal (5303) or to
a signal given at the beginning of the lesson (5304). There were no differ-
!_encés betweeu the two treatment gréups on these measures (means = 3.34 and
3.38 for transitions, 3.74 and 3.72 for lessons). |

Another variable geaguring the effectiveness of attention gettera‘was
the frequency of teacher corrections to studeats about behavior during
transitions or about inat;ention befor; beginning the lesson. Thére was
a difference - (p . .06) in the average number of corrections given fo individ-
uals during transiti&ns (4062): The mean for the control group was 1.29,
and for the';reatment group it was .80. This probably represents fewer
problems in transitions for the treatment group,-altﬁough it could indicate
a reluctance on the part of the treatment teachers to corrfct students.

The number of times the teacher had to repeat an attention getter ;as
also noted. There were no significant differences in the number of times
that signals had to be repeated. Both groups averaged one signal per transi-
tion, and neither group used a'signal very often to start the lesson (4041,
4043).

Seating the group. Principle 2 suggested that the teachers seat the

children in the group so that they were facing thateacher and the teacher
was facing the rest of the class. This was to serve the dual purpose of
maintaining the attention of students in the group once the lesson began,

and also of improving the teacher's ability to monitor the classroom.



-

Inplementat;;;‘:f this principle was'meaeuxed with a five-point rating .
scale in vhich the obgerver noted the appropriateness of both the teacher's
seating and the éhildrgn's geating as thg percent o{éthe rest of the class
which could be seen by each. There were no differences in ‘the average
rating of appropriateness of teacher seating (5301), w@th the control
teachers averaging 3.30, and the treatmeant teachers averaging.3.63 (with
3 representing an unobstructed view of 60% Qf the class). However, there
was a difference (p = .05) in the average rating of child seating (5302).
The control teachefQ averaged 2.17 and the treatment teachers averaged 2.72
(with a rating of 2 indicating that students in the group could see 802 of

the other students)t'

Summary of group differences for getting and maintaining the étudegtg'

attention (Principles 1 & 2). It was expected.that the trea;ment teachers .
would be more likeiy than the control teachers to use signals to get students’
atéention at the beginning of transitions and lessons, and that once the - -
students were in the groups, treatment teachers would use seat;ng arrange- ﬁ;
. )

ments to maintain student attention and minimize disttactioﬁagtom the rest
of the room. The results indicate that these two principles were not imple-
mented more by the treatment group.

There were few dif ferences between the treatment and control groups
regarding their use of signals to start transitions and begin lessons.
Both groups often used signals for transitions, but neither group used
signals to start lessons very frequently. There were some differences in
the types of signals used, but these cannot be attributed directly to the

model. There were some results indicating that the treatment teachers

may have had more efficient transitions, although these were not'uniformly
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ntrong. Algo, this cannot be dirégfly ;ela}ed to.;he princip;e.,boéauoe
it emphasized the Qse of a clea£ signal to achieve dhick trangitions and‘
the groups did not differ here. Hdﬁever. it is possible that ﬁ;vins their .
attention dggﬁn to transitions may‘have made the treatment teachers more
: —
avare of how well they organized and conducted them.

Results for variables measuring group seating also did not indicate
high implementation in either group, although Qhey suggested ihac the treat-
ment teachers were slight%y more likely to position'their reading.sroup
students appropriately according to Principle'z (1.e., theié.backs to other
students in the room).

Therefore, there was some evidence of a treatgeat.eff;ct for these
two’principles. but it wﬁs not very strong; The teacheis in boih groupé

were already "implementing” both principleé,to some extent, and the treat-

ment did not increase this 1.vel of behavior significantly.

-~
-

Introducing the Lesson and New Material to the Students {?rincigggs 3,4,5, & 6)

Using an overview. Principle 3 suggested that the teacher should .
introduce each 1g§son with a brief overview. Impiementation of this-princi-
ple was measured b; noting what kind of overview Qfa;nstructional coentent
was given dﬁring each lesson and when it Qas given. The observers noted
whether an overview of the instructional content was givep, an overviéw
of the mechanics of the lesson was given ("We are going to read four pages
today.”), or no overview of any kind was given. They also cted the inclu-
sion of motivational statements in an overview, and whether these were
specific or nonspecific. They also rated the enthusiasm of the teacher's
voice during“%he overview, and the apparent effect on students' enthusiasm.

It was expected that the treatment teachers would be more likely to use

-51- - .}

*



overviéw presen;ing specific content.

There was no a;gnificaﬁ: difference bctwffd the groups as to whether
or not an overview was given (5330), aithousﬁ there was a‘érend (ﬁ,~ .11)
in t&g g;pected direction, with the c;ntrol teacheiélsi;inﬁ‘gg overview
66% of the time whilé the treatment teachers failed to give one 51X of the
time. This suggests that there migﬁt have éeén some treatment effect,

although the principie wags far from being 1mp1emepted on & regular basis

4
L]

by the treatment teachers.
When an overview was given, there vas no difference between the two

groups for Inclusio; of motivational statementa (5334). There was a diffe;—

ence (p = .06) for the average rating of enthusiaam in the teacher's voice

~ (5305), with the control teachers being rated slightly higher on a five-

point scale (2.42 vs. 2,20), There were no differences }; the ‘effect of

A

overv_ews on students' enthusiasm (5306). .
It must be concluded that Principle 3.was not implemented on the basis
of the treatment.

Presenting new wérds. Principle 4 stated that new words should be

presented before the studgpts encountered them in the lesson, so it was
expected that treatmenE teachers would have a higher proportion of new
words given at the beginning of the lesson rather than during it. The
teacher's presentation of new words was measvred b noting when they occurred
in the lesson,‘yhether they were given at the beginning or the end of the
lesson:, whether they~wete~§iven by the teacher or asked of a‘child. and
what kind of clues were given when the words were presented.

The expeétcd difference was not found. Roth groups presented the

majority of words at the beginning of the lessoa (5359; means = .72 for

)
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control and .73 .or tgeamené) . ~l’or this principle therefore, there was

/
"{mplementation” independent of the treatment (as, demonstrated by the coantrol

.group’s score), and the treatment did not increase this behavior over the’

base rate of the control group.

-

There was a 3ign§£1cant effect (p = .09) for the proportion of new.
‘;ords-yhich were given by the teacher rather than being asked of a child
(5360). The ébntrol teachers gave the words 42% of the time, while treatment
teachers ohly did this 20% of Fhe time. This behavior was not specified in
the gréatment, but might be a.reflectiou of other p;incibles which emphasized
the importance of student responses. - \ i

There was also a significant dif}erence betveen the treatment groups
'15‘the types of clues éiven'wheq;ﬁ;r new words were presented (5361-5364) .
The treatmerit group was more liiely (p = .10) to present only phonetic .
plhes whenever new words.wef? given to the students (34% and 54%). Again:

. b [
this behavior was not specified by the treatment, so the effect cannot be

related to i? directly.
There were treatment_effects'for two of three variables indicating the
number of preseptations of new words. In.both cases;.the treatment group
was ﬁigher than'the.control group. The average number qf new words presented
djring a lesson (total number of new words over the year divided by the.
number of observation) was different (5358; p = .07; means = 1.00 for control.
group, 1.93 for freatment group). The average number of new‘§otds which

i .
were presented at any one time was also higher for the treatment group

(5369;;2_= .07; means = 3.92 for control group, 5.48 for treatment group).
Tbére were no sipnificant differences in the pyoportion of lessons in which

any new words were presented, although the direction of the differences

1
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was the same (5368; means = .24 and .34), . . :

Repetition of new words. In-order to measure the implementation of

-

Princigle S, }epetftion of new words, the observer noted for each new word
yhether or not 1tuwaa'repeated.by the scudenés and how this was done. There
were no éignificant differences in the proportion of new words that were
. repeatgd by the students.~£hd the trend was not in the e*pecéed direction
(5365; means = .47 and'x27): ‘There were also no_%ignificant differences
in the proﬁortion of new words that were repeated by all of the students
K ' rather than iy only some of the students (5367; means" .75 and .73).
Tbe.first of these meagﬁreé sqggesté that there was fairly low implenenta;;on
of this principle for the tre;tmgnt group ‘and higher .use in the cen;rol
group, although this difference was not signifiéant. Howgver. each group
usually ﬂad all ;f the children repeat when repetition was used. There
;aa a significant differgncé (p = .02) in Ehe 6roportion of new words that
were repeated by choral repetition rather than individual repetition (5366;
means = .83 and .47). It may be that Principle 7, which discouraged choral
‘ ' responses, caused treatment teachers to avoid haviﬁg students repeat new
words (choral responseg may have been thg most typical way of getting this

done efficiently).

Demonstrations, and explanations., In orﬁe% to measure implementation
of Principle 6, teachers' use of demonstrations and explanations to precede
student activities, the observer noted whenever a demonstsation occurred,
rated th; sufficiency of that demonstration in his or her opinion, rated
the students' épparent'comprehension of the demonstration, and noted the

ways in which the teacher checked &tudent comprehension. When activities

were begun without demonstrations, the observer noted whether or not they
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should have been explained (based on inferences about student confusion),

and also whether or not a demonstration was repeated because aiudenta did
not'understaﬁd. IF was expected that the %featment teachers would: have
more effective demonstrations, and therefore higher ratinga for sufficiency
and student comprehension, and fewer repetitions of demoqstratioda. It was
also erpected that they would have a higher proportion.of ;ctivitiec intro-
duced by teacher demonstration when necessary, and th#t they would be more
likely to deliberately check for stgdent comprehension before beginning
activities. g ¥ ' F

None of these hypotheses %as supported by the data, and there was an
unexpected result for the last one. There were no significant differences
for the average rating of sufficiency of demomstration (5310).. On a five~
point scale, the control mean was 2.66 and the treatment mean was 2.68.
There was no difference in ratings of student comprehension of demonstra-
tions (5311; means = 3.74 for control and 3.62 for treatment). There also
were no differences in the proportion of demonstrations that had to be
repeated due éo student confusion (5351; means = ,02 for control and .04
for treatment).

There also were no differences in the proportion of activities intro-
duced by teacher demonstration (5348; means = .93 for control, .91 for
treatment). The means for this variable iqpicéte a high level of implew
mentation in the absence of treatment, with no treatment effect above that
base rate.

There were five categories for coding teacher checking of students’
comprehens{on of the demonstration: asking them questions, having them
repeat the iﬁstructions, having them demonst#are the procedure in front

o
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. of the group, starting the lesson while in the group and observing s udentc
ability to complete the activity. and aending students back to their seats
after the demonstration without checking for comprehension. It was expected
that the treatment teacheth would be less likely to diemiss students vith-
out thecking, but this was not the case. In foot. the coutrol teachers
vere less likely (5357; p = .03) to do so, with 27% of their deuonstrations
ending this way, compdred to 402 for the treatment group. The contro{
teachers were more likely (g:- 01) to }éep the students in the group~a£ter
a demonstration and observe them while they did the activity (5356; means =
.38 and .17). There were no significant differences in the other three
wayo of checking comprehension: asking questions (5353; means = .21 for
controi group and .26 for treatment), having students repeat instructions
(5354;‘.92.qnd .03) ad having the students demonstrate procedures before
dismissal to do the work (5355; .16 and .19). Therefore, teachers in both
groups were doing something to check comprehension most of the time, but
the treatment teachers were doing this less often than the control teachers.
Summary of group differences for introduciqé the lesson and new .

4

material to the students (Principles 3,4,5, & 6). The four principles

in this part of the model were not implemented by the treatment group more
than the contro; group. In fact{ the few differences that did exist either
could not be related directly to the instructional model or showed unexpected
results., It hao been expected that the treatment group teachers would give

overviews more frequently, would present new words at the beginning of the
lesson more often, would have students repeat them more often, and would
give more and better demonstrations, checking to make sure that students

understood them.
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Tbere vere no differe;cea for the use of overviewisvand neither group
used them more than half the time. (There was a nonsignificant trend in
the expected éirection, however.) The variables describing the introduction
of.new words did not-reveal any differences‘cﬁat could be'attributed:diract-
ly to the treatment. (Howevef.’treatment teachers presented more new words,
and gsre more likely to use phonetic clues whén presenting them) . Most,
teachers in both groups presented new words at the beginning of the lesson,
as suggested in the treatment. There were also no differences in teachers'
use of demonstrations to precede new tasks, as teachers in both groups did
this a great deal, T@g control teachers were more likely to check atudeuts"
coqprehension‘before dismissing them to their seats to do assignments,
which was not expected.

Therefore, it must be concluded that the instructional model did not
influence the treatment teachers to systematically introduce the lesson

and new material using the methods described in Principles 3 through 6.

Calling on Individual Students in t@g Group. (Principles 7,8,9;10,11, & 12)

Working with one child at a time and giving feedback. Principle 7

suggested that the teacher work with one child at a time, offering oppor-
tunities to ﬁractice new skills an& receive feedback. An implication of
this was that choral responses should be minimized. The implementation
of this principle was measured by three types of variables: the rate of
individual response opportunities (R.0.'s), the proportion of response
opportuaities which received no feedback from the teacher, and the use of
choral or group responses. It was expected that the treatment teachers
would have 1 higher rate of R.0.'s and lower rates of "no feedback™ and

choral or group responses.



Response oéportunities were analyzed for total'Rmo.'a summed over
reading turés and nonturn interactions, as well as separately for egch of
these situations. '(Refer to the discussion of the observation system and
creation Bf variables in Chapter 1 for further explanatdon of this proce-
dure.) The rate of total R.0.'s was different for the two groups (601;

/ p = .07, control mean = 1.?6 interactions per minute,, treatment mean = 2,20
per minute) . There was also a significant difference in the number'of
nonturn interactions per minute (opZ; g,i .62; control mean = 1.2Q. treat-
ment mean = 1.64). There were no qignifiéant differences in the number
of reading turns per minute offered to the students (663; control mean =
.40 and treaepent mean = .36), or in the number of ;éading turn interac-
tions per minute {604; control mean = .65, treatment mean = .56).

A vgriqble related to this was the proportion of all response oppor-
tunities which occurred during reading turns. Here, there was a significant
differenge between the two groups (605; p = .05, means = .36 and .26).

This suggests that the treatment teachers asked proportionately more single
questions, so thaF more interactions ocqurred outside of oral reading turns.

There were no diffefences between the groups in the absolute rate per
minute of no feedback to K.0.'s (24; means = .06 for control and .10 for
treatment). There were also no differences in the proportion of total
R.0.'s which received no feedback (723; means = .07 for control and .10
for treatment). There was a difference (p = .10) in the unexpected direc-
tion for the proportion of nonturn R.0.'s which received no fee@back (724
means = .04 for countrol and .09 for treatment), These results suggest

¢’ that teaéhors in both groups gave feedback to individual students most of

the time, and therefore were actually implementing this. principle natural-
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istically. However, treatment*did not prodjce higher implementation.
Wheh resporise opportunities were broken down by type of answer, it
was eQident that neither group of teachers responded to incorrect answers
very often with no feedback (793, 794; means for total incorrect answers
were 0 for both groups, and means for nonturn 1ncbttecc answers were both
.01). However, responding to correct answers‘with no feedbaci’was more
likely for the treatment group tppn the control group (778: for total
‘correct R?b.'s,_g = .10; with means = .04 for control gr?up and'.lo for
tre;tment §;pup; 779: for nongurn correct R.0,'s, p = .09, with

means = .05 for control and .11 for treatment). ('"No feedback" was not

examined separately for turn interaction’ because it happened so seldom

there.) -

- .

— ‘
There were fairly strong treatment differences in the expected direc-
tion for the use of group responses rather than individual responses.

These were measured by the observer counting the frequency of teachers'
- ,

-~ -

use of choral respongés (the teacher indicated to the students‘that she
wanted them to respond together) and the use of group call outs (more than
one student shouted out the answer to a queétion togetﬁet and this response
was accepted by the teacher, even though she had hot indicated that she
wanted a group response). These frequencies were aﬁalyzed as rates per
observation and as rates per minute. When considered as the average number
;er observation, there were no significant differences between the groups
for choral responses alone, although the trend was, in the expected direc~-
tion (4038; meaﬂs £ 3,92 for. control énd 2.38 for treatment). There were
differences for the average number of group call outs (4039; p = .03,

N
means = 6.10 for control and 3.27 fot treatment) and for the average total
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of choral responses and group call outs (4040; p = .05; means = 10.02 for
control and 5.65 f;: treatment) . When these same three frequencies wére
examined in terms of rate per mirdute of observation, all three were gigni-
ficant: the rate of choral respomses (4051; p = .10, .17 er control and
.10 for treatment), the rate of group call outs (4052;72 = ,03, .27 for
‘control. .13 for treatment), and the rate of total choral responses plus
groups call outs (4053; p = .01, .44 for control and .23 for treatment).
These results 1ndicag§ that even the treatment teachers were using group
responses some of the time, but their level of use was much less than that
of the control group. Therefore, it can be concluded that there was a

treatment effect for minimizing group responses.

Types of initial selection of respondents. To measure 1mplementation

of Principles & 10, and 11, observers noted for each R. 0. the type of

selection used to call on the students initially. Initial sclection
meant the Qay the student was selected for the first interaction within
a possible sequeﬁce of interactions, Therefore, this was distinguished
from interactions which were the result of sustaining feedback in the
immediately preueding‘interaction. The five types of initial selection
were: -ordered turns (the teacher chose th. student on the basis of seating
posltinn)..qﬁqgg}ggﬁj;p (the teacher named the student and then asked. the
question, and was not rélying on seating order to choose the <hild), non-
»
volunteer (the teacher asked the question, and then called on a student
who had not raised his or her hand and the teacher was not relying on
seating u'{vr to maké-the selection), volunteer (the teacher called on a
student whoe had raised his nr‘hcr hand, and who was not selected because

of seating order), and call out (the teacher asked a question and some

. i)
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student called out the answer without first receiving permission, and the
content of this answer was résponded to ﬁy the teacher). It was expected ,;)
that teachers in the treatment group would be more likely to use ordered
turns, and less likely to use volunteet‘selections, except for personal
questions, and would have lower rates of calling out by students.

When absolute rates of these selection types were examined, differences
in the expected dicection were evident. There were significant differences
for three of the rates} ordered turns (1; p = .05, weans = «22 for control
and .56 for treatment), nonvolunteer (3; p = .05, .17 for control and .08
for treatment), and volunteer (4; p = .07, .12 for control and .06 for
treatmrn:). There were no significant results for the absolute rate of
preselections (2j means = .08 for control and .05 for treatment) or for
call outs (5; means = .07 for control and .04 for treatment).

Another way to examine implementation of these principies is to look
at the prOpértion of response opportunities involving initial selection
by each of these methods. These were examined separately for total interac-
tions, selection of reading turns, and nonturn interactions. They were
also broken down as to type o% question: reading questions, in which the
student was asked to decode words or answer questions about decoding;
nonreading questions, which were related to the reading lesson but whicu
did not involve actual decoding skills; and personal questions, which
required an opinion or personal experience of the stud®nt,

The first set of variables concerns general response opportunities

rwithout breaking them down by question type). The use of ordered selec-
tio 5 sabject to o strony treatment effect as evidenced by the propor-
tion of initial sele:tfons which were ordered: for total interactiuns
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(607; p < .01, means = .24 for control and .72 for treatment), for selection
of students to begin reading turns (608; p < .01, means = .29 for control
and .82 for treatment), and for selection for nonturn interactions (609;

P < ,01, means = .22 for control and .69 for treatment).- It is evident

from these results that teachers in the treatment group were using ordered
selection the majority of the time to select tespondenks. as was suggested
in the treatment. The control teachers were using it to some extent, but

not as much as the treatment teachers.

Preselection was not used very often by either group, but it was used

significantly more often by the control group as measured by the proportion
of initial selections that were preselections. for total interactions
(610; p = .01, means = .15 for control and .04 for treatment), for éelection
for reading turns (611; p = .01, means = .19 for control aid .05 for treat-
ment), and for selection for nonturn iﬁtefactions (612;'§j~ .03, means =

.12 for control and .04 for treatment).

There were also strong treatment effects for the use of nonvolunteer

selection, with the control teachers using this technique significantly

more than the treatment teachers. Statistics for the proportion of initial

selections which were nonvolunteer were: for total ifateractions (613;

p < .01, means = .31 for control and .11 for treatmeﬁt). for salection for
re~ding turns (614; p < .01, means = .34 for control and .09 for treatment),
and for nonturn interactions (615; p < .01, means = .29 for control and

.

.11 for &tr(*atmvnt) .

Likewise, the proportion of initial selections which were volunteers
was greater for the control teachers than for treatment teachers: for

total interactions (616; p = .01, means = .19 for control and .08 for

62 0
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treatment), for selections for reading turns (617; p = Ql, means = 17
for control and .03 for treatment), and fog nonturn iﬁge:acttona (618;
\k\”_g = ,03, means = .20 for ccntrol and .10 for treatment).

| Significant differences were also presené for the ptoport;on of initial
selections which were call outs: for total R.O.'s (619; p = .Oi, means =
.11 for control and .05 for treatment), and for selection for nonturn inter=
actions (620: p = .01, means = .i? for control and .06 for treatment).
Call outs were not used to select students for reading turns often enougp
for separate analysig. .

When initial selections were broken down by'type of question, the same
pafterns were evi{gnt. although they were not as strong for some types of
questions. Again, the proportions of interactions selected by ordered
turns showed highly significant differences, The p-levels for these compar-
isons were .01 for all types of questions: total reading questions (621),
nonturn reading questions (622), total personal éuestions (623), and total
nonreading questions (624)., In all cases the treatment teachers had higher
means.-

There ‘were also significant diﬁferencé; in the proportion of initial
selections made by preselections: for total'rggding questions (625; p =
.01), for nontﬁrn reading questions (626; p = ,02), and for total nonreading

questions (627; p = .06)., 1In all_cases, the control teachers used preselec~
tions more.

The pattern was similar for use of onvolunteer selections. There
were significant differences for total and nonturn reading questions (628,
629; 1 <.01 for both), for‘%ersonal questions (630 p = .05), and for non-

reading questions (631; P= .01), with the control teachers using nonvolun-
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teer selections more for each type. of question.

In the treatment, it was suggested to the teachers that.Qolunteering
should be minimized overall, especially for acadeﬁic questions, but that
it might be used appropriately for personal quesfions. This suggesti&%
was apparently understood and implemented, becanse‘the proportion of ini-
tial selections which were volunteers shows group differences for total
and; for nonturn reading questions (632, 633; p< .01 for each), but not
for personal questions (634; p = .19). There were also no differences in
the proportion of initial nonreading questjons selected by volunteering
(635). If it can be assumed that readijg questions are more likely to
require students to practice important skills, these results indicate that
the treaiment teachers were being cgreful to miniﬁize volﬁqteeting in this~
more important situation, but were allowing it under otu < circumstances.

Call outs aiso were examined by type of question. There were no N
differences in the proportion of initial nonturn readiqg questions selected
by call outs (637), or the proportion of initial personal queétions selected
by call outs (638). There were significant differences in the proportion
of initial nonreading questions (639; p = .Qf), and in th; proportion of
initial total reading questions (6365 p = .(t), which were selected by
call outs. In both cases, the control teachers had more call outs.

Those results indicate high implementation by the treatment group of *
the‘recommendations for selection techniques. Ordered selection was used
only about 30 percent of the time in the absence of treatment, but this
was more than doubled in the treatment group. The control group, instead,

tended to rely primarily on nonvolunteering and volunteering selections’

with some use of preselections and some allowance of call outs. Therefore,
:
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they allowed more st&dent control of selection through volunteering and
call outs, ﬁnn when controlling selection tﬁenaelveo. typically they d}d
not do it in a systematic fashion. |

I Principle 11 suggested th;t teachers discourage call outs, and also -
made some suggestions for ways of dealing with them when they occurred.
Implementation of this part of the principle was measured by the observers
noting when call outs were accepted for %Fademic content, wvhen they were
also corrected, when they were not accepted but were corrected, and how
they were corrected. It was expected that the treatment teachers more
often would correct call outs (remind the student not to call out) and
refuse to accept their content by responding to the answer itself. The
proportion of call outs which were accepted but whfzh were also corrected
by the teachers was higher in the treatment group than the control group
(1032; p = .01, means = .01 for control and .07 for treatment). However,
this significant difference does not equate to high implementation, becauae.
the treatment teachers did not correct most céll outs when they'did occur,
as was suggested by the treatment. There was no significant difference

in the probortion of corrected call outs'that were not accepted for their )
content (1001; means = .92 for control and .87 for t;eatment). Thgse data
indié;te that when the teachers in either group did stop to correct call

outs, they were not likely to dlso accept the content of that call out.

Four categories of corrections of call outs were examined: ranagement

statements (mild corrective statements), warning (moderately severe correc-
tive statoments), ggiticism (severe corrective statements), and ignore.
When all corrected call outs were considered, there were no differences

in the ways that control teachers and treatment teachers dealt with them
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1037-1039). When Jhly unaccepted call outs were examined for type of

" correction, again there were no group differences in the ways teachers
dealt with them (1039. 1023). -

.- For both unacc;pted and accepted call outs, teachgfs were most likely
to use management statements to correct the students, rather than more
severe statements (1037; means = .53 of total call outs corrected with
management for control and .61 for tréatment). One of the suggestions in
the treatment was that call outs should be corrected fairly mildly (so
as not to discourage enthusiasm but to teach the children to chanmel it in
a different direction). These data suggest that most teachers were using
fai;ly mild corregtiona most of the time anyway,‘and the treatment did not

significantly increase this type of behavior for the treatment group.

Use of comments. Principle 9 suééesfed that the teacher could use
occasional out-of-turn comments in order to maintain students' attention.
Howeyer, this suggestion was not implemented by the treatment group, and
there was little or no natural implementation in the control group. rhe_
means rounded to two places for the absoiute rates per minute were .00 fof
both groups, although there was a significant difference at a level of
p = .02 (8). The'proportion of nonturn response ~pportunities which were
comments was not significantly different, although this bordered on signif-
1caﬁge (665; r = .11, means = .00 for both groups). The E ratios and p
§alues for these data suggest that there were group differences, but the
means were so low that the direction Is not detectable at two decimal

2 .

places, and therefore, the results are meaningless.

Use of undesirable questions. Principle 12 suggested that teachers

avoid the use of questions which might be confusing to students. Ian order

\,
¢ 1
-6 6



ak .

‘

to measure implementation of this principle, observers noted the frequency

of the following categories of "undesirable"” quegtions: thetoricgl. ansver- .
ing of one's own question without waiting for students to answer, pepeatins
questions, other types of confusing questions, and total number ;f undesire
able questions. These were examined in terms of the average number per
observation, as well as the average rate per minute. Many of these varisbles
were not suitable for analysis because of low frequency, and those thch .
vere examined yielded no significant results (4045-4049, 4055, 4058).
Undesirable types of questions did not occur often (the aver-~ge total per
observation was only .70 fo£ the control group anq..56 for the treatment
gro&p). Therefore, tﬁ;re was natural iﬁplementati;n of this principle,

even in the control group, because the problem did not occur very often,

and no effect on the treatment group beyond the base rates whs present.

Summary of results for principles relating to caliing on individual

students in the group (Principles 7,8.9,10,11, & 12). This set of principles

made suggestions about giving response opportunities to individual students

in the group, providing feedback tc response opportunities, and selecting
students for R.0.'s, along with general guidelines for types of q2§stions
to avoid. It was expected that treatment teachers would have: a lower
rate of group responses; a higher rate of individual responses; a lower
rate of "no feedback" from the teachexr; a higher rate of ordered sglgc-
tion and a correspondingly lower rate of volunteer selections and call
outs, at least for academic questions; a higher rate of use of commeats
by other students; and a lower rate of use of undesirable questions,

Many of these expectitions were supported. Treatment teachers did

exhibit a lower rate of group responses, especlally group call outs, and
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a higher rate of individual response opportunities, especially in nonturn

1nteractiona (single questions occurring outside of 6:01 reading turns).
' There were unexp?cted findings for the use of "no feedback" to answers,
N in that the treatment teachers were more likely to fail to give feedback
than the control teachers, but only in response to correct answers, when
* failure to give feedback is a less serious problem.

Treatwent teachers had a much.higﬁet rate of use of ordered selection,
in which respondents were called on in order around the group. Correspond-
1n31y; treatment ;éachers were less likely to rely on other t&pes of selec~
tion: volunteering, preselection, nonvolunteers, and call outs. These
results were stroages; for reading questions,

There were no clear dfffer?nces between the two grouns in their use
of student c;mments (there'were significaﬁt differences, but the means
showed very‘lowaieﬁels of use in eithér group, and the direction is not
evident). There also were no differences between the groups in the use
of undesirable questions, with both groups demonstrating very low levels
of use. ‘

In general, the principles in this section were implemented to differ~
ent degrees, with the strongest effects being on the use of individual

-responsé opportunities and ordered selection. In fact, the results for
use Qf ordered turns proﬁably were the strongest for any single principle,
Apparently, the suggestions given about this in the materials were suffi-
ciently clear and reasonable to encourage the treatment teachers to try

the technique, and their high implementation of it suggests that it was

useful to them.




Dealjing with Individual Learning Rates within the Group (Principles 13,14,15, &

16)

Breaking up the group., Principles 13 and 14 were concerned viih

breaking up the reading group whenever a few studcnts were not meeting th;
lesson's objectives. It was suggested that one way to accompli{eh this was
by teaching the more able students through to a certain point and dismissing
them, in order to spend more time concentrat;ng on those few students who
were not meeting objectives. It was expected that the treatment teachers
would do this more often than the control teachers.

To measure implementation of this principle, observers noted for every
observation of a group whether ;r not the group was broken up due to ability
differences in this way, whether it needed to be broken up but was not, or
whether 1t did not need to be broken up. The observers made these distincf
tions onféhe basis of whether one or two students in the group were notably
behind that day, in their judgment. The observers also noted certain things !
about the way a group was broken up when it did ;ccur. .

There were no sig?yézéant differences between the treatment and control
groups for the proportion of observations in which the groups were broken
up, needed to be broken up, or did not need to be broken (5338-5340).

The means for these three variables, respéctively, for the control group
were .01, .06, and .92, and for the treatment group were .03, .07, and
.89. These results suggest that there was low implementation of this
principle in the absence of treatment; and that the treatment did not
significantly increase the teachers' use of the techique. The results
also suggest that there was less need for breaking up the group due to

ability difterences than was expected beforchand. The descriptions of

the various ways in which groups were broken up were not analyzed, because
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this occurreq go few times.

Using other atudents'as models. .Principle 15-suBgested to the teachers
that they use other students as models on occasion to help those students
who were having probl?ms. It was therefore expected that treatment teachers
would do this more than control.teacheré. Implementation of this -principle~
was to be measured by noting when it occurred, and how it was used when
it did. However, no teachers used studeuts as models at any time through-
out the year. Obviously, this result represeﬁfs failure to implement the
treatment, and it demonstrates that this technique was not used by teachers
in the absence of the treatment. Perhaps the content of first-grade reading
instruction 1s such that models are not as useful as they might be in other
curriculum areas, or perhaps this technique is difficult to use well, and
the brief discussion in the treatment materials was not sufficient to '

encourage its use.

Providing extracurricular help. Principle 16 recommended extra .

tutorial help for students not meeting lesson objectives. Since this could
not be measured directly with thg‘observational system, pertinent data are
not reported in this paper. Data will be presented and discussed in a
later paper coﬂcerned with the teacher interviews conducted at the end of

the school year.

Summary of principles related'to dealinqg with individual learning rates

.

within the group (Principles r3,14,15, & 16). Principies 13, 14, and

15 had worse implementation than any otheX group of principles. Although

.t had not been exp&ét:d that the treatment gcachers would use the suggested
techniques on a daily basis, it was expected that they would tise them more
often than the control group teachers. However, there were very few

‘N
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~ instances of breaking up the'gxoup because of ability differences in the

vay suggested, and'there were no instances of use of models in either control
or treatment classrooms.

One possible conc lusion is that the behaviors suggested by these Q,
principles are inapprépriate for first-grade reading groups, 8o that there
wvas no implementation because the teachers judged them as such. Another
posstbie conclusion is that the techniques might be usefui, but the.mininal
treatment was not sufficiént. These principles were different from many
of the oth;rs in that they vere asking the teachers to.kry something novel.
Most of the other primciples were asking the teacher to use behaviors already
familiar to théﬁ, but perhaps more systematically. It aeeﬁs likely that
complex or novel behaviors will require more extensive treatment. The more
a treatment or a program requires a teacher'to change from his or her nommal
repertoire of teaching behaviors, the more necessary it will be to provide
extensive'rationales and opportunities for practice andtfeedback. These

were not provided in this study, and the dats suggest that they were needed

for the principles discussed in this section.

Responding to Answers that are not Correct (Principles 17,18, & 19)

Use of terminal and sustaining feedback. Principles 17, 18, and 19
were concerned with the responses teachers gave to answers that were not
correct, including failures to respond.

Implementation of these principles was meésured with the low-inference
part of the observation system. For every academic interaction between
the teacher and the individual student, the observer noted the type of
selection, the type of question asked, the quali y of the answer received ; -

(whether correct, incorrect, don't know, or no response), and the type of

2
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feedback given by the'teacher to that answer. The éatagories of feedback
which were related to these principles were termin;l feedback, in which a
student's opportunity to improve an incorrect answer was terminated and

the answer was given, either by the teacher or another child, and sustaining
feedback, in -which the teacﬁer stayed with the student who had made the |
mistake, and continued to ask questions or to probe in an afzempt to help
the student improve his or her answer during another interaction.

Three categories of terminal feedback were used: the teacher could

give the answer to the student herself; she could ask another student to

*

give the answer to the child; or another student could call out the answer

before the teacher had a chance to give feedback. Sustaining feedback

also was coded into three categories: the teacher could simply repeat the

question to the student without providing.additional information; she could
give clues to the student in the form of simplifying questions which required

another response; or she could essentially give the answer by a clue (by

asking a very simple question with an obvious answer that allowed the
student to make a correct response).

In addition to noting type of sustaining feedback, the observer would
note whether or not each use of sustaining feedback led to an .imprbved
response By the student. vThergfore, for each.interpgtion involving one
of the three types of sustaining feedback, the observer noted whether it
led to an improved response or an unimproved response. Improvement was

considered to be any response following a "no response,"

or some correct
answer following aw incorrect answer.

It was expected that the treatment teachers would use more sustaining

- feedback than the control teachers. It was also expected that the treatment
¢ c;
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teachers would give the answer to the students on occasion, when clues were

A
not appropriate, but would have a lover rate of use of this technique than

the control teachers, because clues or other sustaining feedback were

- »

suitable for most questions. It was also expected that the tredtment teachers

)

’ \
would have a lower rate of asking another studeft for the answer.

As with other variables from the lowuinfereqee observation syst-a,
results are reported'in terms of absolute rates per unit of time, and
relative rates (proportion of possible times a particuier behavior occurred).
Variables are discussed separately for total interactions. for those occurring
only in reading turns, and for those occurring outside of reading turns.

There were no stgnificant differences between the groups in the absolute
rate of use of sustaining feedback (7). However, there was a significant
difference (2.- .06) for the proportion of all interactions which were the
result. of sustaining feedbeck (648 meaﬁe = .12 for control, .15 for treat-
ment) . Sepatate analysis for nonturn interactions yielded a significant
difference between the two groups for the proportion c¢f interactions that
were the result of sustaining feedback (652; p = .02, means = ,11 for comtrol _
and .14 for treatment).

For any noncorrect answer (incorreet, "don't know," or Failure to
respond), the teacher had to use either terminal or sustaining feedback.
Therefore, a score was computed for each teacher for the proportion of
these interactions that involved terminal feedback rather than sustaining
feciuu.k. Th2t is, when given a choice, hich of the twd strategies did
the teacher use more often? There were significant differences in use
of terminal-feedback for total response opportunities (757; p < .01, means =

.62 for control and .44 for treatment), but not for interactions occurring

$
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during reading turns‘(758; means = .66 for control and .57 for tteatment),
There was a significant difference for nonturn 1nteract%ons (7?9; p<.0l, -
Qeans = .52 for control and .36 for treatment). These data suggest that .
the treatment teachers were more likely to use sustaining feedback in
situations where it was an option, especially in nonturn interactions,

although they did not use it all of the time. Their proportionate rate

of use was significaﬁtly higher than that of the control group, although

the conirol group also had some natural implementation i1 the absence of
treatment. fherefore, the result of the treatment was to increase the use
Gf this behavior over the base rate of natural implementation.

'To examine use of feedback more spfcifically, variables were computed
to indicate the extent of use of each of these separate types of feedback
within the twc major headings. When absolute rates per minute were examined,
there were no significant differences for the use of any category of terminal
feedback or for the first two categories of sustaining feedback (30-32,
34, 35). There was a aifference in the absolute rate for the third type

of sustaining feedback, giving the answer by a cluz (36; p = .07, means =

.00 for control and .01 for treatment). These means certainly do not

indicate high implementatioa by the treatment groué, but they do indicate

]

that treatment teachers were using this behavior some of the time, while
control teachers hardly ever or never used this particular technique.

Variables were computed which examined the proportion of response

’,
L

. opportunitics which involved cach of the separate types of feedback. When

the proportivn.of total response opportunities which included give answer
feodback wan compared, there was a dif fercnee between the twoe groups in

tne expected direction (7353 p = .07, means = .15 for control and .09 for
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(reatment). When the data were broken down into turn and nonturn inter-
actions, there were no significant differences (736, 737). "However, the
means indicate that giving the answer occurred much more frequently in turn
response oppcriunities than nonturn. Means for the two groups for the
proportion of turn response opportunities which included giving the answer
(736) were .49 for control and .41 for f>aasment teachérs. ' Means for non-
turn interactions (737) were .03 for control and .04 for the treatment group.
when the two groups were compared for the proportion of total response

opportunities which included asking another chiid for the answer, there

was a significant difference in the expectéd direc:ion (738; p = .06, means =
.05 for‘control and .03 for treatment). This variable was not analyzed for
reading turn interactioms, but a significant difference occurrad with non-
tarn interacticns (739; p = .04, means = .07 for control and .03 for treat-
. ment). Fven though a significant treatment effect is present.- the means
indicate that the éroportion of interaciions .n which the teacher did ask
arother student was very low. This technique was not used extensively by
these teachers in their reading groups even‘in the control group, although
the treatment did seem to reduce this naturally low level.
Th- re was a significant difference feo the proportion of total response
ovportunities which involved students caliiang out feedback, and this was
in the expected divecticn (7405 p = .06, means = .02 for control aud .C}
fer tre-tment), Wien analyzed separately for turn interactions, the differ~
e o was net significant (741) . Whea examined only for nonturn interactions,
there was a significant difterence, but the dir. ~tion was not detectable
: (2.0 p o7 03, means © .0l for control and .C1 for treatment). The same

come Lucfon can be drawn for the use of call out feedback as for ask other
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feedback. That is, there was a low incidence, even in the coutto;)htoup.
However, ‘the treatment perhaps did seive to reduce this slightly.

The proportion ¢f response opportunities which involved the teacher
r;peating the question was not significantly different across groups (746,
747, 748; means = .05 for both groups for total intecactions). This type
of sustaining feedback was used infrequently in the control group, and
its rate was not affected Py the treatment.

There were treatment effects for the othar two types of sustaining
feedback. Thé proportion of all response opportuni:ies that involved- clue
feedback was significantly different for the two groups in the gxpected
dir;ctiou for total R.0.'s (749; p < .01, meaas = .0€ for control and .09

for treatment). The same variable was also significant for turn inter-

Nex 3

actions (750; p = -03, means = .13 for control and .19 for trcatment), and
nonturn interactions (751; p = .02, means = .06 for control and .09 for
treatment). These resultg suggest that the trcatment did increase the
use of this feedback technique a small but signig;cant amount:

The'last variable of this type insblved the - roportion of response
opportunities invclving give by clue feedback. There were significant -
differences for total iateractions for‘this variable (752; p = .02, means =
.00 for control and .0! for treatment), and for nonturn interactions (754;
p <.01, means = (00 and .01). There were no significant differences for
thi~ variable for turn interactions (753; means = .01 and .0":., These
results supgest that this technique was not used much in the abacnce of
treatment. The effect of the treatment was unot overwhelming, but it did
increase the teachers' use slightly,

The proportions given for the ahave variables are low because the



denominator in this case i8 all response opportunities offered for either
total, turn, or nonturn settings. This includes correct answers, which
would r.t usually be occasions for these kinds of feedback. Therefore,

the same types of variables were create& for the specific types of answers:
incorrect, “don‘t know," and‘no response. These are examined in a later
section.

Because all teachers, both control and treatment, used both terminal
and sustaining feedback some of the time, each of these major categories
was examined fur the specific type of feedback used. It was expected that
there would be times when terminal feedback would be the most sensible
thiﬁg for the teacher to do, either becausé¢ of the pace of the lessoun or
because of the type of question. However, when taking this option, it was

‘.

expected that treatment teachers would be less likely to ask other students

or to have call outs, and therefore probably would have proportionately

more use of giving the answer.

When the proportion of all temrminal feedback which was giving the
answer by the teacher was examined, there were no significant differences
for total or 1 r r¢ading turn response opportunities (760, 761; means for
total R.0.'s were .62 and .72, and means for turn R.O.'s were .85 and .93
for control and treatment groups, respectively) However, when only non-
turn response opportunities were evamined, there was a significant differ-
ence between the two groups (7623 p : .01, weans = .79 and .51 for control

and treatment).

When the propor:iion of all terminal feedback which was asking other

students for .  nwer was excmired, there was no significant difference

W e eh s e w0 e e . oa o w .
’

for total response opportunities (763 means = .27 and .20). There was
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a significant difference for nonturn interactions (764; p « .01, means =
.57 for control and .39 for treatment). This variable was not examinéd
for reaiing turn interactions alone.

The proportion of terminal feedback which was a call out by another

student before the teacher could respond was not different for the treatment
groups for either total interactions (765; means = .11 and .03), turn inter-
actions (766; means = .12 and .07), or nonturn interactions (767; mesns =
.14 and .10).

These data on types of tegﬁinal feedback suggest that the treatment
group was relying more on thé teacher giving the.answei herself thaﬁ on
asking or allowing another student to do so, while the control group was
more likely to ask another.siudent, especially 1@/nonturn interactions.

This represents a treatment effect, although it i; evident that both g;oups
of teachers used 811 techniques some of the time, The treatment effect
therefore was co modify the frequency with which each technique was used,
not whether or not it fas used,

The three types of sustaining feedback were examined in the same way.

There were no significant differences for any type of interaction for the

proportion of sustaining feedback which was repeating the questicn. The

meauns for total interactions, for the control and the treatment groups .-

respectively, were .41 and .32 (768). For turn interactions they were

42 and .35 (769), snd for ronturn interactions they were .41 and .33 (770).
ThorSJWUrv also no significant differences in the proportion of timé

that clue fevdbnck.;as used to sustain an interaction, (771, 772, 773;

means for total interactions were .55 and .61, for turn interactions .53

and .60, and for nonturn interactions .39 and .60).,
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There were significant differences in the prcp&rtion of all sustainiang

feedback which was give by clue feedtack, for total iuteractions (774; .

p = .07, means = .04 and .07). This was not significant for turn interactions
(775; means = .04 and .05), but it was for nonturn interactions (776; p = .01,

means = .03 and .07). These results suggest that both treatment and cont:ol

. teachers used the techniques of repeating the question or offering clues

to the students abéut the same proportion of time that sustaining feedback .
vas used. (Remember, however, that tﬁe rate of use of Sustaining feedback

in general was different foflthe two groups.) Ho;eve;. very 'simple clues

that essentially gave the answer to the ;tndent but which allowed him or

her another response opportunity were seldom used by either group, but

more often by the treatment reachers. ?ossibly this technique is not one

that is readily apparent to teachers, and discussing it in the treatment
made many treatment teachers aware of it. However, it was still not used
by the treatmcnt teachers as much as other, more typicai types of sustaining

feedback.

Feedback to "no vesponse" answers. To examine the use of each feedback

technique more clocely, variables were created which exaqined particular
\
subsets of response opportunities defined by the type of answer involved:

no response, incorrect, or "don't know." The denominator of the proportion

therefore becomes, for example, "all no_response angwers” rather than

"311 response opportuni.ties.”
»

There were no significant differences between the two treatment groups

on the absolute rate of no response answers per minute (23; meuns = .15
/

for rontrol and .12 for treatment). However, therz was a differeuce between
the two groups for the proportion of total response opportunities which
¢
g
4
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were no vesronse answers (698; p = ,06, means = ,14 for control and .10 for
treatment group). When this variable was broken down. into turn and nontura
interactions, there were no significant differenceé‘(%99. 700).

The proportion of no response answers which were responded to by the

teacher giving the answer to the student was not different for the two groups
for total interactions (833; means = .42 and .32) or for turn interactions
(8%4; means = .61 and .53). However, there was a significant difference

for the use of this technique following o response in nonturn interactions

t
(835; p = .10, means = .12 and .18).

When the use of ask other feedback in response to no response answers

was examined, there was a significant difference for total interactions

-

(836; p = .07, means = .16 and .08 for control and treatment respectively),

and also fcr nonturn interactions (837; p < .01, means = .31 and .12).

14

This variable was not examined separately fcr tyrn interactions.

The proportion of no regponse answers which involved'apothet‘student

calling out feedback showed no siguificant differences for total interactions

(838; means = .05 and .05) or for turn interactions (839; means = .10 and
.04), However, there was a significant diffetence for nonturn interactions
(840; p = .06, means = .11 and .05).

Y
There were no differences for the proportion of no response answers

which received feedback in the form of repeating the question (844, 845,
846; means for~fota1 interactions were .10 and .12 for turn interaction;
they were .07 for both groups; and far nonturn interactions they were .i&
and .16 for control and tre#tmont, rcspectivély).

Fowever, there.vero significant differences for the proportion. of

no_response answers which were followed by clues in total interactions

- -
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(847; p < .01, means = .21 and .37), turn interactions (848; p = .02,‘
means = .18 and .32), and nonturn interactions (849; p = .04, means = .27
and .40).

Likewise, when the pronortion of no response answers receiving give-

by-clue feedback was examined, there were .ignificant differences for all
types of interactions: total (850; p < .01, means = .0l and .05), tui'n.
interactions (851l; p = .08, means = .0l and .03), and noﬁturn interactions
(852; p = .01, means = .02 and .06).

To summarice the data on teacher feedback to no response answers, the

proportion of times teachers used .either clue or give-by-clue feedback was

significantly higher in the treatment group for all three types of inter-

actions. The frequency of use of asking ;q{nother child for the ansver was
significantly lower for the\treatment grcuﬁ for nonturn, and total inter-
actions. (This was not analyzed separatel;»: for turn it;t:eractions.) For

nonturn interactions only, there were also hifferences between the'two

groups in the expected.directions for giving the answer and having other

students call out the answer when sustaining feedback was not used. That

»
e J

is, the treatment tcachers used giving ,‘t‘he answer much more often than
either of the pthex.' two termﬁn’al feedback techniques, while the control
teachers were more likely to have students call out the answer,:or to ask
another student to provi&o it. E

During reading turn interact ions, both treatment and control teachers

were mest 1ikely to give the answer following no response. However, this

was hot true for ronturn interactions, when the most common response for
the treatment teachers was to give a clu~, and for the control teachers,

to ask . ther child for the answer. Since the teachers wer~ probably
N
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trying to-msintain a faster pace in reading turns, it made sense for them
to give the answer to the student then., However, even in the reading turn
situatioﬁ, both groups of teachers used clues or other types of sustaining
feedback some of the tira, although the treatment teachers were more likely

to use it, especially clue feedback, than the control teachers.

" These results can be interpreted as representing a fairly strong treat-
ment effect characterized by an increase in the treatheﬁt teachers' usze of
sustaining feedback, espetiaily clue feedback and give by clue feedﬁack,
and & decrease, especially for nonturn iateractions, in their use of asking

another student for the answer. Thesé are the behaviors specified by the

instructional model. i

Feedback to incorrect answers. The-game variables were examined for
incorrect answers. In addition to looking at tha six categor'es of feedback

already discussed, the failure to give'feedback (no feadback) and the use

of emphasis féedback, were also examined for incorrect answers. No feedback
: )

was recorded by the observer when the teacher did not acknowledge the

incorrectness of an answer and did not provide the correct answer (This

L) \ ./
is related to variables discussed for Principle 7.) Emphasis was recorded
. .
whenever the teacher made a special effort to indicate what the answer was
by repeating it. These two behaviors are relevant to examination of the
principles because it was emphasized In the model that the teacher should
communicate to the students when an answer was wrong.

There were no significant dififerences for the proportion of incorrect

3
answrrs which were responded to wifth no feedback, for either total inter-

acriens (793; means for both were .00), or nonturn interactions (794; means

for both = .01). This variable was not examined for turn interactions.
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There were also no differences in the proportion of incorrecg-enswers
responded to with emphasis for either total interacéigggJ(;és; means = .00)
or nonturn interactions (796; means for both = .01). Oﬁviously, neither
group responded to incorrect answers vﬁé; often with either of these types
of feedback.

When the proportion of incorrect answers responded to by the teacher

/
g&yingAthe answer was examined, there were no significant differences between

the two groups for total interactions (803; means = .39 and .32), turn
interactions (804; means = .55 and .52), or monturn interactions (805;
mesns = .16 and .18).

There were differences between the two groups for the proportion of

incorrect answers responded to by the teacher asking another child for both

~e

total interactions (806; p = .04, means = .15 and .08), and nonturn inter-
actions (807;;2 = ,01, means = .28 and .14). This variable was not examined

separately for turn interactions. These results are in the expected direc~

-
-

tion, with the treatment teachers asking otrers less often than the control S~

teachers.

The proportion of incorrect answers responded to by other students
calling out the answer showed no differences between the‘two groups for total
interactions (898; means = .04 and .03), or for turn interactions (809;
means > .04 and .03). ‘However, there was a difference between the groups
for this variable in r~onturn interactions (810; p = .09, means = :O& and .02).

There were no differehces between the two groups foé the proportion
of incorrect answers which were respondéd to by repeating the question for

.either total interactions (814; means = ,21 and .22), turn interactions

(815; means = .23 and .20), or nonturn interactions (816; means = .22 and .23).
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However, there'wegé significant differcuces for all types of interactions
for the proportion of incorrect answers responded to with clues: total
interactions (817; p < .01, means = .18 and .30), turn interactions (818;

p = .08, means = .14 and .22),'and nonturn interactions (819; p = .02,‘méans -

.24 and .35).

The proportion of incorrect answers responded to with giving the answer

by a clue was not different for the two groups for total interaction{ (820;
means = .01 and .03), or turn interactions (821;'means‘~ .02 for both groups).
However, there was a significant difference for nonturn interactions 822;
p = .06, means = .01 and .03).

In order to determine if types of teacher feedback to errors differed
according to type; of question, incorrect answers were abalyzed for cifferent

types of feedback to reading and nonreading questions. These analyses

revealed that the same pattern reported for incorrect answers as a whole
was consisténtly found for both types of questions. That is, there was

more use of sustaining feedback and less use of asking another student by

the treatment teachers. (See variables 888-895, 899-907.)
To summarize the variables which describe teacher responses to incor-
rect answers, a pattern of results emerged wHich is similar to that for no

response answers. That is, the treatment teachers had a higher relative

use of clue feedback, and, in nonturn interaciions only, give by clue feed-

back, suggesting implementation of the principles describing simplification.
There alko were differences between the two groups in the frequency with '’
which they used asking another student for the answer, with the treatment

teachers having a lower frequency of use thaw the control teachers. These

results suggest that Principles 18 and 19 were often implemented by the



treatment teachers when dedling with incorrect answers.
- e ] ’

Feedback to "don't know' answers. "Don't know" answers were also

examined for the types of feedback given to them. The proportion of "don't
gggg? answers which were respoﬁded to by the teacher\ﬁiving the answer was

not different for the two groups for total interaction;'(823; means = .29

and .28), turn interactions (824; means = .60 and .56), or nonturn interactions
(825; means = .12 and ,.18).

The proportions of don't know answers responded to by asking another

child for the answer were not different for the two groups for total inter-
actions (826:; means = .17 and .12), but they were.different for nonturn
{nteractions, with control teachers using the technique more (827; p = .08,
means = .27 and .16). |

The use of other students calling out answers in respomse to don't

know answers was not analyzed due to low frequency of occurrence.

The proportion of "don't know' answers responded to with the teacher

repeating the question was not significantly different for either total

interactions (828; means = .11 and .08), or nonturn interactions (829;
means = .11 and .08). This variable was not examined for turn interactioms.

The proportion of don't know answers responded to with a clue from

the teacher was significantly different for the two groups for total inter-
actions (830; p = .03, means = .23 and .36). This variable was not examined
for turn interacticns, bul it was significantly different foé nonturn
{nteractions with treatment teachers using clues more (832; p = .05, means =
.19 and .?6).

The use of piving the answer by a clue as feedback to don't know

answers was not examined because of the low frequency of such occurrences.

v



Although the results for don't now answers were not as strong as for

no response and incorrect answers (possibly due to the lower frequency of

"don't know" answers), similar patterns existed in that the treatment teachers
were more likely to use sustaining feedback in the form of clues, and less

likely to use aqkiqgﬁanother child for the answer. Again, there werc no

differences between the two gréups in the teachers' giving the answer to

-

the students.

.

Improvement resulting from s taining feedback. When sustaining feedback

was used, its immediate effect was noted the observer as either improvemeént

or no improvement. Improvement did not neccssarily ﬁean that the final

des;red answer was reached in the next interaction, but that the student had P
answered some question correctly or had otherwise improved his previous

response.

When the absolute rates per minute of improved and not improved responses

were examined, no significant differences were found between the two groups
137, 38; means = .08 and .13 per minute fcr improved responses, and .04

and .05 for unimproved responses).

As an index of the teacher's relative effectiveness using sustaining
feedback, the proportion of all sustaining feedback which led to an improved
response was computéd. There were no signif;:;nt differences between the
two groups on this measure for total interactions (934; means = .68 and .73),
and turn interacti;ns (935; mcans =~ .73 and .77). However, there was a
significant difference for nonturn interactions (936; p = .04, means = .63
and .70). These results suggest that the treatment teachers were slightly

mare ¢ffective with sustaining teedback, at least in nonturn interactions,

although all teachers were generally successful in improving responses.
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Each type of answer was examined for the proportion of all such answeré'
which were improved, and the proportion which we}e sustained and improved.
For incorrect answers, the proportion improved was gignificantly diffeient
for the two groups (937;:2_< .01, means = .27 and 39). Bow;§e:, there
were no differences between the two grqups for the relative effectiveness
of sustaining fgedback to incorrect answers (938; means = .68 an& .72 of
all sustained incorrect answers improved). Therefore, the treatment group's
higher level of improved incorrect answers was probably the result of.higher
use of susta%ning feedback, and not just better use of sustaining feedback
when it did occur. |

When don:; know answers were analyzed, there was a significant differ-

ence between the groups for the proportion of all don't know answers which

was improved (939; p = .03, means = .19 and .32). When examining only

don't know answers which were given sustaining feedback, the proportion
”~ .

of these which were improved was also significantly different for the two

groups (940; p = .08, means = .53 and .66). Not only did the treatment

teachers tend to use more sustaining feedback in response to don't know

answers, leading tc¢ more improvement overall, but they tended to be slightly
more effective with such sustaining feedback when it was given.

When no response answers were examined, there was a difference for

the proportion which was improved (9413 p < .01, means = .21 and .40).
However, there was no difference in the relative effectiveness of the
treatment and control teachers in their use of sustgining feedback to no
response answers (542; means = .68 and .74).

Te summarize the variables describing improvement, the treatment teachers

were sometimes slightly more effective in getting improved responses with

C =87~
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their sustaining feedback, but this difference was nct as notable as their

greater.use.of such feedback. J

Many times, teachers' use of sustaining feedback led tq:a seq;Enc; of
interactions in which the teacher continued to give clues until the student
got the answer right or until terminal feedback was eventually provided.

In ord;; to describe the length, of sucb sequences, a variable was couputed
which measured the proportion of sustained interactions which received
terminal feedback rather than further sustaining feedback. This represents
interactions that were attempts to improve a child's answ;r but did not
result in the final answer desired by the teacher, o that she had the
choice of either continuing the sequence further or terminating. Therefore,
the higher the proportion, the more likely was the teacher to terminate
before success. '

For total interactions, there was a significant difference between the
groups for the proportion of sustained interactions which were terminated
by the teacher (662: p 8..03, means = .45 and .35). However, when yroken
into turn interactious and nonturn interactions, there were no significant
differences (663, 6h4; means for turn interactious Qere «49 and .37, and
means for nonturn interactions weve .45 and .37). Thése data suggest that
overall, the treatment teachers were likely to continue a sustaining sequfnce
longer than the control teachers. That is, they were less likely to use
terminal fvodback.within such a sequence and more likely to give further
sustaining feodback, although they frequently did terminate hvfn;o SUCCeSS .,

Each type of sustaining fecdback was analyzed to see how often it led

to an improved response, and the two proups of teachers were compared to

see If one was more effective with a particular type of teedback than

-

»

' "
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another. There was no significant difference between the two groups for

4 .

the gproportion of repeating the question feedback which led to improvem -at

for any type of interaction: total {944; means = .68 and .69), tun (9455

means = .74 and, .78y, or nonturn interactions (945; means = .63 and .65). .

~

These means indicafe_that repeating the queéti&h usually was su&cqpsful

when used, especlally in reading turrs.
e ¢ X
When examining the proportion of clue feedback which led to an improved

" responge, no differences were found betweén the’ two groups for total 19ter-'
actions (9473 means = .67 and .72), or turn interactions (948; means = .71
and .74). However, there was a siénificant differencé between the two
proups for nonturn interactions (949; p = .04, means = .62 and .71). VWhen
treatment teachers uéeq clues in nonturn interactions, they were felétively

IS

more effecgtive.

There were no' differénces betwecen tae two groups for the proportion

.

*

of giving by clue feedback which led to improvemeét (950, 951; for turn
interactions, means = .79 and .87, and for nonturn interactions they were
.81 apd .86). These, results suggest that this type of sustaining feedback

was easiest, as éxpected, although it did not absolutely guarantee a correct

answer.

Summary of results for principles related to feedback to answers that arc

not correct (Principles 17,18, & 19). This group of principles as a whole had

—— nny o o o

the strongest implementation of any in the instructional model., There was a
basic pattern observed in all three types of answers (incorrect, no response

and don't know) and both major types of questions (reading and nonreading).

As expected, treatment teachers used more sustaining feedback, especially

-

glggﬁ,\énd used less feedback which involved asking another student for

S

-
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‘the answer, There were .fewerhtances of other studangss ‘ gallimiout

[ ]

feedbacg in the treatment classroams. The two sroups'hére similar in

-

.- L}
their rate of giving the answer, especially during reading turn interactiona,

In general, the differences between the two.groups were sirongest
in interactions occurring ontside of reading turns, during.question and
answer sequenpes: It is probably dnring such interactions that 'hé éeachaf N
can exert.more choice about wha$ kihd of feedback fo use, since the pace
is different. In oral reading turns, correcting mistakes ai quick{y as
possible may be necessary to. prevent interruptions of Sentence or story ..
meaning. ' ? . ' o .

The treatment teach2rs were also slightly ncre effective with sug;aining
éeedback than were the control teachers, when.effectiveness was defined
as yielding some improvemeng in the next answer. It is possible that they -

-

were concentrating more on the purpose of sustaining feedback, since the
treatment nmaterials had discussed why it should -be beneficial. Perhaps
this is a case of a self-fulfilling prophecy on th=: part of the treatment

. .
teachers: they believed that sustaining feedback should help. and therew~
fore they were working harder at using it, and, in the process, made it
more useful to thé students. The control teachers, on.the other hand, may .

have had no particulariexpectations about the efficacy of'the technique,

L

‘and therefore may not have tried so hard to be effective witq‘jt. Th's !
difference between the groups is interesting because the purpose-of the
trcatment was to increase the frequency of sustgining feedback. Nothing

was sald about ways of using it more or less effectively.

-—————— e TR e W -

Rf"j\nnoir nyto ( orrect An*‘uvr (I’.]‘.in(‘i‘]o.]'f:“i_"-{?\) ) : . ' /
-
Principle 20 suggpested to the teachers that they should respond to

L4
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correct answers by g*siag some kind of acknowledging feedback, and by making

. sure that all gf the students heard and understood thé‘answer; It wvas

-

*and a higher tate of emphasis- feedback. .

sugested to the teachers that they should, when nece;sary, tepeat the atiswer .

or have it repeated, although this should nect be overdone s Implementation_ o

.

of this principle was measured by oting: the proportion of time that correct

answers were folloyed by no feedback, and the proportion of time that’ the
Ve
teacher gmphasized ‘the answer by repeating it or having 1t repeated. It

vas expected that treatment teachers would hawe a “lower rate of no feedback - .

[

' ' .

There were no significant q&ffetencés between the two groyps in the

absolute rate p@ no_feedback (24; hesns = .06. and .10) or emphasis (253

-

means = ,26 and ..23).

- .
. -, LI 4 -

13

The proportion of correct answers receiving no feedback was gignfficantly '

different for total ixteractions (778; p.= .10, means = :0& tnd..lO):and '
for nonturn interactions (779; p = .09, means = .05 and .11). These results
are not in the direction expected because the treatment teachers were
giving feedback to cortect answers less ofteh than the control teachers
were. Indeed, the treatment group's means 1ndicate.that about one of every
ten ggrtect answers was not evet acknowledged by the teacher. {

The proportion. of correct answers which réteivéd emphasig was signt-
ficantly different for total interactions (780; p = .10, means = 40, and

. : 2 .

.31), and for nonturn interactions (782; p =;.07, means = ,43 and .33).
llowever, there was no significant‘hifference between the two groups in
the proportion of corrétt answers receiving emphagis in tura interactions

(781; means = ,09 and .04); Again, this result was unexpected, Concrol

tosrhers were emphasizing correct answers more often than treatment teachers.

'
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. . . . .
~ Although the treatment did not recommend the use.of emphasis gor every answer,

it was hypothesized that there would be.a greater frequency of this for the

treatment group, because the treatment had emphasized making sure the students .

knew what the correct answer was. Perhaps the treatment did make the teachers

¢ - .

more aware of problems invoided with repeating answg*s. If 8o, it night

r

have served to decrease their use of this technique.

~
[ ]

. " . Theé observers also noted the teachers' responses to reading turns whken .
they were completed correctly. There was no difference between the two . .

. groups- in the use of no feedback in .this situation (853; means = .22 and .

.24) or in the use of emphasis feedback (854; mear: = .12‘aﬁa .08). It.ia
interesting to note that, for both groups over a fifth of all corrett

v reading turns were notoacknowledged at che end by the teacher.

3 . ¥

. 1n order to determine if feedback to correct answers was different
» » 4 .

according to type of question, the proportion of correct reading questions [

w.\

n~ ‘which received no feedback was computed., There were no significant differ- i
ences for this variable for either total interactions (861) or nontnrn " *
interactions (862), although the means are ordered as they nere for otﬁer
variagles, witn trentment teachers more likely to omit feedback.
The proportion of carrect answers to reading questions which teceived
. emphasis was not differeut fbr the two groups for total {uteractions (863;
| neans‘ﬂ .37 and .27), or turn interactions (86&;.moans = .09 and .04).
However, there was a significant difference in nongu*a interactions (865;
p = .06, means = .41 and .31). Again, the control teachers emphasized
correct.answors more.

However, when correct answers to nonreading questions were examined,

\ k4 .
there were no differences between the two groups for measures of no feedback,

N

M ’
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(908, 909) or for use of.emphasis feedba~k (910, 911).

.

Summary of results for feedback to correct answers (Principle 20).
Principle 20 was not implemented as éxpected. In fact, the results were®

-Opbosite to those predicted.'

Treatment teachegs were more likely than~contrq1 teachers to fail to
‘give'feeaback in total and nonturn interactions. However, the‘diffetence
vas not highly significiﬁt, gnd it did not hoid ué when examined separately
, for different types oE’questions; One possible explanation of these unex- .

pected results is that feedback to correct ‘answers is not as important as.

. *

originally believed, and.that teachers were Qsing it only when they felt

it was necessary. Perhaps there was something about the treatment clasgses

“

that made feedback to correct answeérs less necessary than in the control

classes. However, there is nothing apparent in the treatment that'cpuld

¢

-

account for this.

L.

. The control teachers used emphasis more often in total and nonturn -

;nterhctions, although the regults were ‘significant .only at the .10 level.
When broken down by question tyné, this pattern was maintained only for
nonturn interactions with reading questions, The treatment ?id not specify
that emphas's should follow every correct answer, but only that the teacher
should make sure that everyone heard. In fact,,ftjﬁgntioned'that there

“ could be problems with too much emphasis by repetition. Perhaps this made

the treatment teachers more aware of potential problems, and therefore

-

<

/

Principles 21 and 22 made suggeétious/;bout the use of praise and

-/

-
AR 4
-

lessened their teadency to eﬁphasize answers.

Praise and Criticism (Principles 21 & 22) ,
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criticism, 'Ig was eﬁpected'that the treatment teachers would use less prdiqg,

L3
1 4 Ps ¢

and that they would be more specific with their praise 4nd criticism. , °

Praise. The use of praise 'was noted in ‘the low 1nferenc; part of the

coding system as a type of feedback to response gpportunities, and as a type
. A

L 4
-

of teacher response to student behdviors. : .

-~

When absolute rates per minute were examined, there were no significant,

. Y .
differences for the rates of response opportunity praisé (27; means = .13 and
- » .

" .08) or behavioral praise (425; means = .00 for both groups).

However, there was a significant differencg between the two groups for

the proportion of all contacta-(response'opportunities plus behavioral con-

" tacts) that involved praise (1033; p = .02, means = .12 and .07). When
o R . E——— %

¢ . . - praise was examined just for response'opporfﬁnities, there was a significant
difference between the tw; groups for total interactioﬁs (730; p = .02,
means = .14 and .07), and for nonturn interactioﬁ; (732;‘2.-<.01, meaﬁg -
+16 and .07). However, there were no differences in the qsé of praise in
tJ%P intcraciions (1313 means = .02 and .0l). These results support the
hypoth?sized tre;tmenf effect for lower incidenég of praise in the treatment
group, at’least for nonturn interactions, whé?e most praise.was'given.

-

".There was no §ign1ficant difference between the two groups in the.proportioq
- of behavioral contacts that inclﬁded praise (1014; means = ,03 gud .04) .
. When only correct answers were examiued, there were significant‘differ- '
ences between the tﬁo groups*for the proportion of correct answers that
were praigfd in total 1n£eractions (785; p = .01, means = .14 and .085,
turn interactions (786; p= 309, meane = .10 and .05), and nonturn inter-

actions (787; p = .01, means = .15 and .08). Therefore, when only correct

answers were considered, the treatmant effect for the frequency of praise

«J
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was stronger, with control teachers praising about twice as often as treate
ment deachers.

The proportion of reading turns® that were completely correct and given
4 L

praise was not significantly different for the two groups, although there

L4

-  vas a trend in the same direction (855; meams = .22 and ..12).

When broken down by type of question, the proportion of correct answers

-

‘to reading questions that received praise was significantly di¢ferent For °

» !

total interactions (868; p < .01, means = .20 and .09), for turn interactions
.(869§ P .09, means = .10 and .05),.and pontorn 1nteraceions (870¢ p < .01,
" means = .21 «nd .09). .o v
When ggg;ggglgg;questions in nonoutn 1nteraotionsjoe;e'eoaminea%,:he
proportion of correct answers that received praise was not éignificantly
different for the two gtoups (915; means = ,07 and .05). 'Thg;efore; it can
be concluded that.the treatment effect was strongest for readiég questions
that led to cotrect.answets.
. fhe use of praise following incorrect answers was also exam}néd. This
° . . oébufred‘;hon teachers tried to praise somo part of an answer, even though
it was 1ncorroct. Theeproportion ‘of incorrect answers.that reco;ved praise
in total interactions was not: significantly different for the two groups .
(799, means = .01 and ..00), but there was a gsignificant difference in non;
turn interactions (§Qgi‘s.= .09, means = .01 and .00). Evefi though signi-
ficant, the means oo not indicate a large difference.
- Reading turns (as a whole) that contained some misthkes‘weoe.also
praised somg of the time, and the proportion of these Jhich received praise

did not differ significantly fqr the two groups, although'the§e was a trend-

suggesting that control teachers gave more praise in this situation also
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(859; means = ,23 and .13). /'

. ' Incorrect answers to reading questiodé were éxamined for the proportion

»

followed by praisé. and “there ware no significant‘differencea between the
‘two groups. for eithet tot;l interactions or nonturn intetactions (884 885) .
In both cases, the means were .01 for the control group and .00 for the treat-
ment group. It was not possible to analyze incorrect answers to nogteading
questiohs that received praise, because this haépeped s;'aeldom.
' One of the more import;nt goints of principle Zl‘was that praise, when
given, should be specific as to what was bei;g praised. ?he proportion qf*i
all praise that was specific.differed for the ﬁwo gtéups (1034; p = .04,“.
means = .03 and .07). When only academic praise was examined, the proportion
‘that was specific also differed for the two groups (7563 p = .06, means -‘.Q}
and .06). There was not a significant difference befween thé two groups in
the proportion 2f behavioral praise that was specific (1029; means = .44 and
- ' +34). Perhaps behavioral praise is §pecific more often because it is typicélly
. given only when the teacher wa;ts to point nut a behavior with which he or :he
is pleased. Academic praise, on the other hand, }e&ds to be a simp;e state~x ;
ment of."&ood" following a response, and apparently it-is. meant to acknow~ '
‘ledge and praisc the correctneas of the answer. It may be more.sdifficult
to specify, or perhaps it is less necessary to do sc 56&aus§ the refereﬁt
will te understood.,
These data suggest that the trea;meqi did h;vc some effect‘iu increasing
the specificity of p¥aise and docreasiné the total amount of praise given by
the treatment group. However, there was pot high 1mplem:;tationlof speci-

~
ficity by the treatment group, only greater implementation than the control

group.




Criiiﬁism. Wien the two groups were examined for the absolute rate of
~ “academic criticism per unit of time, there was no significant difference,
. with both groups having a mean rate of .0l per mimite (28). Likewise, there

wvas no significant difference for the rate of behavioral criticism given,
]

although the means were slightly higher (429; means = .03 and .02 per minuteds
. (W

The ‘proportion of all contacts that were critical in natute did not

differ for the two groups, although th? control sroup was slightly higher
than the.treatment group (1035; means = .08 and .05). ‘
" Whean response cpportunities were examined, again there was-no signi-
;ficant difference in the proportion of f;sponse opportunities receiving '
crigicism for either total or nonturn interactions (733, 734). Im both
cases, for both groups, the mean was 1% of all response opportunities
?ecéiviné criticism. Obviously, there was litt}e academic criticism given
in either group. '
When only 1ncorrgct answéfs were examined, again there were no signi-
ficant differences bétween the two groups for éither totul interactions ..
. (801; means = .01 and .02) or nonturn interactions (802) means = ;02 and
.03). When analyzcd separately for reading que;hions and nonreading questions,

&»

again there were no significant differences between the groups for either

A]

total or nonturn interactions in the rélative ffequency of criticism to
incorrect answers (886, 887, 921). '
Principle 22 dic not encourage criticism in the treatment teachers,
so it is not surprising that there were no differences in the relative
use of criticism. However, the principle did encourage a more specific

use of criticism when it was offered. When all contacts involving criticism

-or correction of some kind were examined, there was no difference between .
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the two groups in the proportion that was specific (1036; weans = ,06 and
.07). This variable included not only academic criticism, but ‘also correc- -
tion delivered by the teacher for students' ﬁisﬁéhavior. These corrections
might or might not be considered critical, but they were definitely'cor;ec-
tive in nature. One type, the behavioral management éggtement (a relatively
mild correction), was examined sepa}ately for specificity. There were no
significant differgncgé between the two groups om the proprrtion of these
that were‘speciflc, with means for both groups being .02 (1030). The
é;oportiou of total Qghavior;l contacts that were specific demonstrated no:
group difference, with the means being .10 for each group (1019).

These data suggest that there was some natural.implg?entation of the.
?rinciple in the éontrol'group (6% of all critical and 1€trective comments
were specific, and 10% of all behavioral corrections were specific), b+
the treatment did not increase the behavior of the treatment teachers above
this base rate. Therefore, there was no evident treatment effeet for

Principle 22 and its suggestions about use of criticism.

Summary of results for praise and critiq@smv(Princigleﬁ21 & 22).

Principle 21: describing ways of using praise,'was implemented to some
extent. Treatment teachers used less p;aise, which is interpreted to mean
a more moderate amount oé praise. This was most apparent following correct
‘answers to reading questions. - There was some treatment effect for us¢ of
specificity with praise, in that the' treatment teschers were more specific,
.but they did not use specif}city very often, so this cannot be interpreted
to mean strong implementation of the principle.
Principle 22 suggested that criticigm,ghoulg he very specific Qhen

L]

de}ivered. There were no differences between the two groups for any geasures’
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of this. Conﬁrol)teacbera were already being specific about 10X of the,
time, and the treatment teachers! use of specificity was .no greater than

theirs. ’ . F
w? - . .
’ ¢

i} Many other varisbles were derived from the observation system whith

. . did not directly measure implementation. However, in order to determine ° -
¢y . .

" if the two groups of teachers differed in other ways, other groups of

L]

variables are also reported.

Time Usage

There were no significant differeﬁées be;ween the two groups for either
'ghe average total time for reading groups, which {ncluded tranJ&tiou time
p£08 R.O, time (4035; means = 26.26 minutes for control and 26.85 ninutes
for treatment), or for the average response opportunity time aveilable
within that period (4029; means = 22.53 minutes and 24.02 minutes).

Several variables indicated the rate aﬁ'whiéh the teacker gave response

. opportunities of various kinds to:the students., Some of these have already

been reported as measuring implementation of Pnﬁnciple 71 total R.0."s
per minute, (601; p = .07, ‘means = 1.86 and 2.20.pér minute), and noaturn
R.0.'s per minute (602; p = .02, means = I‘ZOfand 1.64 per minute). Thexe .
were no significant differeﬂées between the Ubo groups of teachers in the

' . [ -3
rate at which they offered reading turns (603; means = .40 and .36 reading

turns per minute), or in the overall rate pér minute of response opportunie
ties during reading turns (6043 means = .GS;and .56).
There was a significant difference befween the two groups in the

proportion of all response opportunities that -occurred during reading turns

A (605; p = .05, means = .36 and .26}, Howéver, within each reading turn,..

-99- -




f.

L ]

e SN ¢
theré were no differgnces between the average number of response opportunities
per turn (606; means = 1__/6.6. and 1.356). Therefore, the difference ‘b.éi:we.en
%he two groups for the broportion of total respon;; opportunities that occurreq
during reading turns is probab{y due to the higher frequency of nonturn
response opportunities per minute .in the treatment group. This has aiready .
been discussed with regard to Principle 7..

Because the treatment group was using more sustaining feedback, and
because each use‘of sustaining feedback led to another response opportunity,
it might be argued that the higher frequency of response opportunities was N
due to a higher rate of sustaining feecdback, Iq fact, the proportion of
all response opportunities which were inttial selections rather than sustained
selecfioﬁs'showed no differences between the two groups (645; means for

each group = (66), The other 34% of response oprnortunities (which were

.
not initial selections) were due either to sustaining feedback or to the

.

.teacher continuing with the student by asking a new question after giving

-

an answer.thfo;gh terminal feedback,
»

To swrmarize duta on the ways that time was spent in the reading groups,
it can be scen that, on the average, teachers in the two groups spent about
th; same amcunt of total time toaching.rvading in their groups, but the
treatment teachers managed Lo present many more response opportunities
in nontura situations., This means that they were asking more single

-

guestions, but they were not having stud%ggs read aloud more times than
"y
* v

the control teachers,
Obscivers noted the lesson contexts in which response opportunities
ocenrred,  Five contexts were used: a) slew-paced quest foning and answering

without use of a workbook, 1 worksheet, or basal reader; b) workbook or

: . -~lno.
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worksheet activities; c) fast paced drill; d) reéding a story aloud from
the basal for the first time; e) reading a story aloud from the basal that

~

has been read previously in the group. 'There were no significant differ-
L *
. ) ences between the twe groups for the.average time spent in any context
or the proportion cf response opportunity times spent in any context (4030-

-]

Whenever a teacher was in the process of teaching a lesson and had to
leave the group for any reason,'the observer noted thi; and timed her,absehce,
It was thought that this measure might be reflective of teachers' overall
management ability. Thé?% were no differences between the two groups for
eitﬁer the average time the teacher was out of the group when she had to
leave, or the average number of times per observation that the teacﬁer left ‘
the group (4036, 4037).

There were significant differenges between the treatment and céntrol
teachers for the number of.groups seen during a morning (4059; p = .07,
means = 2.95 for control and 3. 41~for treatment), and the average group
size (4070; ‘L.“ .09, means = 7.55 for control and 6 50 for treatment)‘

These results indicate the treatm;nt teachers were more likely to see
fewer ch'ldren in more groups than were the control teachers, on the
average. Because the treatment said notging about optimal size of groups,
this difference cannot be directly related to it. In fact, group assign-
ments were made béfore the treatment was introduced.

There was a significant difference between the two groups for the
average number of ictivities that were given to the students to do either

during a group lesson or at their seats after the lesson (53525 p = .03,

means = 1.02 for control and 1.80 for treatment). The treatment teachers

9
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. "assigned slightly more activities to their students. (This measure does

not take into account lengtﬁ'or difficulty of activity, but only the number

*

of different activities.)

-
'y

These data on time usage suggest that the treatment teachers may have
. . .b_"‘

been more demanding of thejr students. Because groups were slightly smaller
on the average in treatment classrooms, and because treatmept teachers had
higher rates of queecioning, this may mean that their students were getting

exposed to pore opportunities for ptsctice of skills in the group. fhis,

a?

combined with slightly more follow-up work, might mean that treatment students,
" on the average, wére expoéed to more content that demandéd their direct
attention by requiring them to answer questions or compiete assignments.
Part of this could be related to the treatment (more practice by
individuals in the éroup), but other garts cannot (size of group, number °
of assignments). \ : 8 \
Summary of Time Usage Data. On the average, control and treatment

.

. teachers spent the same amount of total time teaching reading in their

groups. '?hcy also had similar rates of use qf each of the five lesson "
contexts which were measured. However, treatment tcachers had higher
rates of response opportunities per time, especially nonturn interactions,
and they also had slightly more aotivigies assigned to.thc students to
follow up on the reading group lesson. Treatment teachers had smallér
groups and more groups than control teachers. Some. of these differences
can be related to the troatﬁeut (more response opportunities given to
individuals), but other groué differences could uotln!aﬂixlbutod to the
treatment (the size of the group, or the number of assignments given to

4

the students).
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Curriculum Used and Content Covered N

/

Although the instructional model was considered/to be ' cur;iculum-free .
information was gathered about the materials used by the feachers and how
much was covered during'the year in order to determi..¢ the relationship ef
' this to achievement. It would be expected_that there would be few differences
between the treatment and codtrol group on the choice of materials used,
_since schools were aasigned randomly to treatment. |

The variables described in this section were computed by reading group
rather than by teacher, since the curriculum used with each group varied
even within classrooms. Therefore, thése.analyses are based on 72 reeeing
" groups, 34 in control classrooms and 38 in treatment classrooms ¢

There were three basal series adopted by the school district for use
in first-grade classes: Economy, Harcourt-Brace, and Houghton—Mifflin.'
Unexpecfedly, there were significant differences between the treatment and
control groups on the principal basal series wsed. The Economy series was
used signifjcantly more often in treatment reading groups than in control
reading groups (6002; p < ;01, mest = .24, .63). Therefore, more than
half of the treatment reading groups used Economy, while only about a
quarter of the control reading groups used this s-erieg. Although all of
the series included phonic skills, these were emphasized more heavily in
the Economy series. .

Hurcourt-Brace was used more frequently in the control reading groups
(6003; p = .01, means = .30, .Oé), as was Houghton-Mifflin (6004; p = .05,

means = .45, .24).

These differences in choice of basals may represent a school effect.

-103-



-
P t*

Since treatment and ‘school were confounded, this éffesf is undesirable,
but was unavoidable. |

Other measures of content covered léﬁked at the reading level completed
by the end of the year and the number of basals covered during the year.

-
These comparisons showed differences, although not highly significant,

vbetneeh the treatment and control clas;es." The treatment group finished
at a slightly hiéher reading level (6001; p = .10, means = 2,50, 2.89,
whefe a 3'on the scale represented the primer in the particular seriesz.
This suggests that these first-grade reading groups were not covaring

as much material on the aéérage as might be expected, since the first reader

(4 on this scale)’fs‘considered to be the target for the end of first

‘\

grade, The number of basals completed during the year was also'examined‘

This is similar to the variable just reported, except that the former did

not take entering level into arcount. 'The "humber of Bas&lg comp?éted" ‘
reflected th: number of books the students completed, regardless of where

they started, There was also a weak significant difference here between

the two groups, with the treatment reading groups completing slightly more
than the control group (6006; p = .06, means = 4.5, 5.1). This result suggests
that the treatment teachers wer: moving their reading,f}oups thxough the

basal at a_slightly more rapid pace. ~ .

Other measures iﬁdicated whether or not the teacher used additional
standard curriculum materials with the students, such as workbooks . ‘&here
‘were no significant differences between the treatment -and coantrol group for
systematic use of basal workbooks (6007; weans = .91, .87, indicaqing that

" almost all reading groups did use the workbooks). However, there were

differences favoring the treatment group for use of other supplementary

(%3
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materials: worksheets accomparying the basal readers (6008; p = .06, means =
.06, .21) and sﬁé}liﬁg workhyoks (6009;‘2.- .03, means = .21, ;45). There'
were no significant differences for-thé.use of a handwriting‘workbook (6010;
means = .21, .18). There wete significant differences between the groups

{\ 1]
for the use of an English workbook, but these favored the control group

(6011; p = .03, means = .12, .00). .
There were no differences in the use of the DISTAR program, with only
a few control reading groups usiné this (6012). There were significant
differenges for the use of SRA materials, with only a few treatment reading
groups using these (6013; p = .03, means = .00, .13). '
When the average size of the reading group was coméuted with groups

<

as the unit of analysis, the difference between the treatment and control
groups was more significant than that found when reading group size was
compr*ed as a clgss mean. Again, the control group showed larger re;ding
groups'on thé average (6014; p = .01, means = 8.06, 6.40). When average
class size over the entiie year was examined, there were si&ilar differ-
ences, with control classes being larger (6019; p < .01, means = 26.53, .
22.79). | |
Ddfing the year, the observers kept track of changes in reading group
membership, #id computed varicis indices of the stability of tie group.
There were significant differences between treatment and control classes
for the average numbe; of cﬁanges'during the year in readin3 groups (6015;
P* .02, méans = 7.00; 4.30)., Therefore, treatment reading groups had
fewer additions or changes. It is not known:&hether this was due to less

mobility in and out of the school. -»r if it was due to control teachers'

more frequently rearranging the reading group within the classroom. An

-105-
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overall rating of the stability of reading group membership was made,
based on a ratio of changes during the year to the average group size.

(A 1 indicated very stable membership and a §.inéicated very unstable
’ b .

group membership.) This rating of stability of reading group membership
showed no significant differences betwetn treatment and control classgs,
with both Having an average rating in the middle of the scale (6016}

means = 2,59, 2.37). This suggests that the greater number of moves in

the control classes may have been at .least partially due to their larger
‘ L ]
size. (That is, there were the same number of moves per pupil,) *

]

Summary of group differences on curriculum and content covered.

+ Although it was not expected, these analyses yielded ;Evgral differences

F'} )
between- the treatment and control classes. Treatment teachgrs-used the

».

Economy read}ng series ‘(with heavier emphagsis on phonetics) more oféeu,
and control teachers were more likely to use Houghtgnénifflin and then
Harcourt-Brace with their_reading groups. The treatmeﬁt teachers covered
slightly more basal .aterial during the year, and were'at a slighély
highgr reading level at the end, of the year, although thése results were

\. -
not highly significant. There were also some indications that the treat-

" ment teachers used additional materials more than the control teachers,

such as commercdial worksheets, a spelling workbook, and SRA materials,

The control teachers used the English workbook more, although not many

of them used it. Control classes were larger on the average and had larger

reading groups than treatment classes, and there were also more changes
among reading group membership in the control classes, although this was
probably due to their greater size, since a rating scale which controlled

for group size indicated no differences between the treatment and control

106- 71
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groups on relative stability, '

L 3 - . -

Other Categories of Academic Teacher-student Interaction , '
— . - g .
* . »~ .

+

Whén describing reébonse oppogtuﬁities, the observer noted for each - = .

interaction the type of selection, the type of question, the response of
the child, and type of feecback given. Most selection and feedback variables
have already been discussed, because'they directly measured implementation

of some of the principles. However, variables describing types of questions

-

and levels of answer were also comguted.

The observer described each interaction in terus of one of nine types
of quéstions. As discussed éarligr, these could be classified as either
reading qiestions, which required .the student to decode words or provide
information about sound and letters, and nonfeading questions, which asked
the studéht to provide information about something tha. had been read, or
an idea th;t was being discussed. Readiqg'qﬁestions vere: \

1. repetition - the teacher asked the student Simply to repeat

something she -said.

2. veading choice - the studgnt had to decide between some definite

alternatives that had Fo'Ho with decoding words or sounds.

3.' word recognition ~ the éfudent was to look at a word or letter

and say its name.

4. word attack - the student had to answer a question about a part

of a word or the sound made by a letter ér letters.
Nonreading q‘?stionS'werez
. 1

5. personal - the student was asked to provide 1n£ormation about

an opirion or personal experience.
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6. chdics - the student had to choose between some definite alternatives

in order to answer a dhestion that did not require him to decode

pere g

¢

’ C - a word.

L4

7. product - the student was required to give a factual answer to s

question that was not a comprehension question. .

’

8. comprehension - the student was asked to givé a factual response

based on some ﬁaterial that had just been read,

9. interpretation ~ the student was asked a "rhy" o;: "how! question.
that did not involve decoding.a word .

When the absolute rate per minute of types of questions was examined,

there were no significant dz::erences between the two groups except for e

< - ‘
n questions and comprehension questions (11-19).

the absolute rate of repeti

Although the rate of repetition questionsg produced 2 significant difference
(11;(2.= .10), the means were ;o low tﬁat it was impossible to tell the
.direction (.00 for each group). The treatment group had a ﬁ;gher absolute
rate of occurrence of comprehension questions than the control group (18;
p = .10, means = .08 and .15 per minvte). However, the proportions of
response opportunities which were of each type of question showed no
significant ‘dif ferences between the two groups. This included variables
that measured the proportion of response opportunities that were readiug
questions and nonreading questions (666-989). ,

Because one important part of thexzreatment encouraged the teachers
to use sustaining feedback by asking simplifying questions; the types of

questions used for sustaining feedback were compared. However, there were

no significant i fferences in the types of questions used to correct errors

(653-658) .
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These results indicate that the treatment had very little effect on
! the general types of questions asked by the two groups.

The treethnr did not make any direct suggestion about level of diffie

-

culty or errcr'rate, éxcept to suggest that e}mpler, easy—ro;ansﬁer questions
should follow initial mistakes. However, the overall error raree were signi-
‘ ficantly different fof the two groups.

When the absolute rate per minute of correct, incorrect, don't know,

l

and no responee answers were examined (20«23), there were no significant

v

differences except for the occurrence of don't know responses (22; p = .07,

means = .01 and .02 per minute). Although this was a statistically signi-

ficanr difference, the means do not indicate a meaningful difference between

B
" the two groug/;gn rate of occurrence. :

' The proportion of all response opportunities for total interactions
which involved, correct answers was significantly different for the two groups
(690; p = .04, means = .66 and .73). |

'.Likewise, the proportion of total response opportunities that were

[ 4

incorrect answers was significantly different for the two groups (693;
p = .04, means = .27 and .21).
There were no differences between th'e two groups for the proportion

2
of total reSponse‘opportunities that included don't know answers (6963

. means = .01 and .02).

There éae a significant difference between the two groups for the

proportion ol response opportunities which inclnded no response answers
(698; p = .06, means = .14 and Jd0).
However, when all types of answers were examined separately for non-

turn interactions, there were no significant differences (691, 694, 697, 699).

“ ¢

~
' . ’ Y
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There were no significant différences between the gro&ps in the number
of mistakes made during oral reading turns that led to interactions with
.the teacher, although there‘yas a near-siégificant trend for the contvol
teachers to have slightly more errors (701; means = .79 and .60 mistaﬁes
per reading turn)3 ’

There was also a neaf~sign1ficant trend for differeéces in the propofa '
tions of reading turns that were completély correct (7023 means.~ .60 and
.68). '

These two trends'suggest that thé'treatment teachers® &tudents made
fewer.mi;t;kes in oral reading turns, This probablyncont?ibuted to the
significant differences reported fo¥ the proportion.of total R0, "% which
1nclu§ed correct‘or imcorrect answers (690, 693), since there were no
d;fferences between the groups for the level of answé; in nonturn 1pter—

S
actions.

Variables that represented combinations of types of questions dnd
types of answers were examined to see if teachers in the two groups were
differentially successful with different types of questions.

The proportion of total reading quest ions which led to correct answers
was significantly different (952: p = .05, means = .62 and .70). Howevér,
when. broken into turn and nonturn reading questions, thete were, no differ-
cnces between the two grbups {953, 954). There also were no significant
differences for the ‘proportion of nonreading questions that 1ead to correct
answers (956): The only other significant }inding for this type of variable
was for the proportion of total word recognition questions that were correct

(708; p = .02, means = .50 and .62). When broken into word rec gnition

questions occurring during turn and noaturn interactions, there were no
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significant difﬁg;gnces (709, 710). Differences for other types of.questions

also were not significant (706-722).

3 N - L
To determine whether the treatment teachers® higher rate of correct

answers vas a reflection of their higher use of sustaining fegdback, the
proportion of 1n1t1a1“se1ections which led to correct answers was examined. -
These variables represent an error ra;e for questions asked to a student at
the beginning’of a sequence of interactions, gud therefore would not include
anyncorrect answers resulting from sustaining feedback with simpler questions,
For'each of the fiv; types of initial selection (ordered, preselect, .

nonvolunteer, volunteer, and call out), the treatment teachers had a slightly
o
higher rate of correct answers (640-644) ., However, this was significant

only for.nonvolunteer selections (642; ) R .05, means = .66 and .72 of

such selections leading to correct answers). <
These data suggest that the treatment teachers, on the average, had

a relatively higher rate of correct anewers, and that this cannot be attri-
| / ' -
- buted to their greater use of subtaining feedback. The differences between

the groups were not extreme, however. Both groups had more correct than

-

i{ncorrect answers. For example, when all interactions were congidered,

the contral teachers averaged 66% correct answers, while the treatment

-

teachers averaged 73%.
Two other types of feedback were observed and coded that did ndt relate
[ 3

directly to any of the treatment principles but might have had indirect

relationships. These two were process feedback and new question feedback.

In proces- feedback, the teacher gave a brief discussion of the process
used to arrive at a correct answer, or an explanation as to why'an answer

was wrong. A aew question was the type of feedback noted when the student

R
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was allowed to continue a sequence of interactions with the teacher, but
about a brand new question. This meant that the:previous question had been
answered, eiiher by the student or by the teacher. It is to be distinguishéd‘
from sustaining feedback following érrors, in which the purpose is to adére;;

the original question. \

K

When process feedback was examined, there were no significant'dgffer~
ences between the two grou;s for the absolute rate of occurrence (26) the
proportion of correct answers receiving protess feedback (728, 729, 78?,
784, 866, 867, 912, 913) or the proportion of incorrect answers receiving
process feedback (797, 798, 882, 883, 918, 919).

There also were no significant differences between the two groups for

the absolute rate of new question feedback used (33) or the proporgion of

interactions which included new questions (743, 745, 788-790, 856, 871-873,

916, 917, 811813, 860, 896898, 928, 929, 841-843). Neither of these
types of feedback was discussed in the instructional model, so it was

not surprising that there were no significant differences between the two
groups.

Other variables were computed to describe the use of a new question
following terminal feedback, because it was felt that teacher; who might"
otherwise use sustaining feedback to follow errors, but who occasionally
had fo use terminal feedback, would be more likely to extend a child's
response opportunity by asking a related new question. However, there
were no differences botwoén the two groups for use of a new question with

terminal feedback (957-959).

Summary of results of qroup dz:fnrnn<w, for ofther response opporrunztu

———r o . o 0 ——— i o o ey Bt - B e T - A g . M WAL A St S S @ O Smo =

categories. Other categories describing response opportunities were examined
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for differences between the tteatmeqé and control groups in types of
questions asked, rate of correct a?gwers, and use of other types of feed-
back. Since none of these were efbhasized in the instructional model,
no differences were expected, Sévetal types of juestions were e#amined
. " for absolute aqgarelétive frqufncy. but there were no significant
~ differences betwéen the t;o ggéups. However, there were diffgfences in
relative error rate. Althouﬁ% all teachers usually asked questions that
led to correct answers, thq/treatment teachers had a Qigper réte of correct
answers, and fewer failurfg to respond. Thnere were no differences between
the two groups in their;ﬂse of two other types of feedback:. process feedr
back (an explanation Qf how to find the aﬁswer) or new question feedback
(2 new question is asﬁed of the same child).

'

Behavior Contacts

The last set of variables to be presented describe the typeé of be-

havioral corrections given by teachers to students ;ho misbéhaved while
a group was being condu;ted. There was no significant differenc? between
the two groups for the proportion of all contacty that were behavioral °
contacts;(JOBI; means = .18 and .13). .
The types of misbehaviors that were corrected were recorded for each
behavioral interactian.‘ There were no significant differénces for the
absolute éate of accurrence of any type of misbehavior 2413~424), and
only one significant difforenéo in relative rates (1002-1009), dealing .
with the proportion of behavior contacts that were for possession of

contraband (1009). These werg cdrrections that resulted when students

had something in the reading group with them that was not allowed, such

;-4
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as a rubber band or toy (p = .08, means = .02 and .01). Although this is
statistically significant, the means indicate that the actual difference
was very small.

There also were no differences between the two groups for the propor-
tion of behavioral contacts that were noninteractive and nondisruptive
(1012; means = .73 and .67) or interactive, potentially disruptive, and
therefore more serious (1011 means » ,27 and .32). These means indicate
that both groups of teachers used most of their corrections for relatively
minor misbehavior, although both also had some problems with potentially
diséuptive misbebaviors. ; |

‘ Each behavioral contact was described in terms o1 the teacher reaction
to the misbehavior. There were no significant gtéup differences for any
type of teacher reaction (1015«1018, 1025-1028).

Beha&ﬁgral contacts were classified as being in-group (the Feacher
1ni;iatcd‘some correction with a student in the reading group at that time)
or out-of«proup (either a student interrupted the teacher or the teacher
interrupted the group lesson to cprrect someone at his seat). There were
no differences between the two groups ot tvaéhors.for the proportion of
all corrections which were iﬁ~group rather than out-of-proup (1040; means =
.50 and .47). There was a significant difference in the proportion of all
contacts (response opportunities plus behavioral contacts) that were in-
group corrections (£077; p = .10, means = .09 aund .06).

There were no differences in the proportion of all contacts which

were out-of - group contacts (1078; means = .09 and ,07). There was a

&

significant difference for the proportion of all teacher-initiated contacts

(this included response opportunities, in-group corrective contacts, and

L]

¢
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éut—of-group‘conéacts‘initiatéd bf fﬁe teacher) that were teachercinitiated
out-of-group contacts (1079; p = .07, means = .06 and .04) .

. These data suggest that the control teachers may have had slightly
more beﬁavior problems while teaching their readiné‘groups tpan the treat-
ment teachers, although the difference; are small, It ié tempting to
attribute this to.the differences in the teachers' seating theyselves
so as to fionitor the group and the class more carefully, and the emphasis
in the treagtment as a whole on teacher control of the lesson.g However,
this 1nterpretation cannot be advanced until there are further analyses
relating classroom processes to on;_another.

Variables were created to indicate the length of most of the out~of«~
'group contacts. When only child-initiated out-of-group contacts were
considered, there were no significant differences between the grouﬁs for
the p;oportion that were brief in duration rather than long‘(1041)._ The
same is true for only teacherviﬁitiated out-of-group contacts (1042) .
There was a significant difference betwecn the two groups in the prop?rv .
tion out-of-group contacts that were child-initiated rather than teachgf-
initiated (1043; p = .02, means = .32 and .50). These data suggest that
control teachers interrupted their own reading groups more than outside
students did.

Therclwvru no significapt differences between the two groups in the
ways that tea(hors dealt with child-initiated out-of-group interruptions,
or the wavs thoy contacted students who were out of the group (1045-1076) .

Overall, the data for behavioral corrections suggest that the control

teachers may have spent slightly more time and attention on control problems,

although this conclusion is based primarily on results significant 6n1y




/7
« » . ‘
at the .10 level, .

Summary of group digrégpnces on behavior contacts. The control

4

teachers had slightly mcre behavior contacts than did the treatment teachers.

They were more likely than the treatmen& teach®®s to interrupt their instruc~-
tion to deal with students out of the group who were doing independent work.
However, there were no differences between the two groups for the types of

misbehaviors that occurred or the teacher reaction to" them. v

Discussion

Many of the behaviors suggested by>the instructional model were imple-
mented by the treatment teachers at a significantly higher rate than that
of the control te;chers. Some of the principles Jere nof implemented at
al} by the treatment group, and some of them were already being used by
the control group to the same extent as the treatment group. ’ *
The principles that showed the strongest treatment'effect!on':egche;
behaviors dealt with discrete, easily described behaviors that were, prob- ~
ably already in the teachers' general repertoires of techniques (e.g., maxi-
mi zing use of ordered selection and minimizing use of volunteers and call
outs; maximizing appropriate use of sustaining feedback and minimizing
use of asking another student for the answer). Although teachers might
not have used these techniques extensively before the treatment, the descrip-
tion of the required behaviors was apparently understood. The teachers
could easily analyze ;heir own behaviors in these texrms and monitor their
use. They were also apparently convinced by the rationales for their
inclusion in the treatment. fheso were behaviors suggested by earlier

research in similar classroom scettings, and so it is reasonable to assume

that the teachers recognize their potential value,

.
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On the other hand, Qeﬂaviors thatighowed no treatment éffect and were
N not highly implemented by either group were less specific and possibly novel
to the teachers (e.g., use of ; model, breaking up thé group,; use of a algggl
before lessons). The description and rationale for them was not sufficient
to cause implementagion, It cannot be determined from the data here if the

.

failure to implement'was due to lack of specificity, novelty, lack of suf-~
» ficient rationale, or inappropriateness for the setting. .
Other behaviors were hsed to some extent by the control group, and the
treatment did not increase the level of use by the treatment teachers.
Examples of such behavio;s were using a signalsto start the transition
“ and sitting in position to be able to monftor the entire class. Lgck of

A significant differences for.these variables might 1ndicate that most teachers

recognize the efficacy of the principles and are already implementing them

-

o " regularly.. ) .
° Even when a treatment effect was found; it was not an "all or nothing"
phenomenon. That is, the treatment teachers never used a suggested technique
all of tﬁf‘%ime, and the control teachers always used it some of the time.
It is important to recognize this in building realistic treatment programs
which acknowledge that teachers must use their odﬁ judgment about when the
siggation warrants a particular behaviorzf For example, fgnecimes a strong
treatment effect was found only for intefactions occurring outside of
reading turns, where the pace is slower and the teacher's options for questions
and feedback are greater. There are probably many other important types

of contextual influences to consider in studying such classroom processes,

especially when trying to bring about change in those processes. Some of
“ .
I3
/ .

7
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these contextual influences are discussed.in Anderson, Morgan, Evertson,
-and Brophy (Note 5). s

-
In summary, the treatment was generally successful in influenc

change in the treatment teachers' behaviors, but the results demonstrated )
[ 4
that not all components of the treatment were equally successful. An

t

analysis of the different results for these parts suggests that future

treatment mode13n;hou1d considey the speciftcit; and familiarity of the

- behaviors, their appropriateness for particular contexts, and the role of
teacher judgment in implementing them.

These analyses also revealed that the treatment teachers differed

froﬁ the control teachers in ways that équlé not be attributed directly
to the treatment. In trying to account for the treatment effect on overall
achfevement, these differences must-be considered.  The possibility exists
that the treatment. teachers were diffefent from the control t:achers before
the study began, despit% random assignment of schooia-tg groups, and therg'
is.also a possibility of a Hawthorne or expectancy effect, which influenced
the treatment teachers to work harder and do a better job simply because
éhey knew they were an experimental group and were expected to do better,
These possibilities are discussed further “in Ch;pter.S, where the group
differences are comp#red to the regression data to see how closely they
match, in order‘:o determine whether the achievement differences were due

-

to the treatment.,
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Chapter 4: Results of Regression Analyses
- . r - * &
. This chapter presents relationships between the classroom process

variubles and student achievement. In all analyses (except for one set,

which is discussed in the text), the class mean scores were used to represent .

the average readiness level of the students at the beginning of the year,

L4

the average achievement of the students on two tests given at the end of

-
-

the year, and the average score for that class or teache: on each procesas

variable. Therefore, the N for all analyses (unless 1nd1cated otherwise)

»

was 20. ) o,

The analyses used to determine the strength and direction of process-

.proddét relationships were a series of—compariqons of linear models. This

¢

approach to regression analysis is described in Ward and Jennings (1973),

and thé computer programs used to create the particular models used, for this .
study were developed by Veldman and Linsley (Note 6). The models used and the
hypotheses tested in each ~comparisox'1’ are desérit;ed below, and an gx'p‘lana-
kion is g}ven.of the tables, which are reduced from the computer output.

Data Analysis

Two sets of linear regression equations were compared for each of the
potentially-predictive teacher or classroom behavior variables. One.aet
provides the degree 6f simple relationship to gain and also the degree of

- {nteraction with initial ability. The second set of equations identifies
the extent and nature of any second-degree curvilinear (quadratic) rela-
tionships between the variables. These gnalyses are includ;d in the tables
whenever there is an interpretable curvilinear effect.

Linear Relationships

1

The three regression equations used in this set are shown below. As

O\‘
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'
indicated, each produces a squared multiple correlation coefficient, and

3

comparisons of these yield two F-ratios and associated chance probability

valués. .

- ’.

Ach = TRD + CB + (CB) (TRD) * E, B ,

. . o . \

Ach = TRD + CB + E, R, ‘
: 2

Ach = TRD +'E, X,

L (B-r)(n-4) -

, F, = df =1, (N-4) .

1 2

(1=R)

2 2 -
(R, ~R;) (N=-3) '
. (1“R2) . "

. -

.

“

In these equ;tiona "Ach" 1s the Total Reading or wbrd Analysis .
achievement score from the MAT given aé the end of the school year, "TRD"
1s the Mbtiopol;tén readiness measure, "CB" is the particular classroouf .
behavior variable being assessed, and “"E" represents errors of prediction.
Each equation 1s solved for a set of weights which minimize the E values, '
thus maxiﬁizing Rz, which is an index of the smount of criterion variance
associated with tﬁe predictor‘variab1e§ in the equatidh.

aThé first equation R? must equal or exceed that of the second, whjch
must in turn equal or exceed that of the third, because'each equation con-

tains successively less information.L‘The product variable in the first

g¢quation represents the interaction of initial ability and teacher or class

‘room behavior, and the first F-test therefore assesses whether the rglation-
ship 1s the same at all levels of entering readiness, ihe sccond model com-

parison forces the rélationship to he common at all ability levels, and then
- N
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asks whether the relationship is siguificantly greater, than zero. Because
the readiness score appears in all equations, it is said to be "statistical-
ly contgolled."' For.instance, the second comparison-aaks whether achievenent
1s predictable from the teacher i:ehav:lc/n‘ beyond what is predictable from the
‘readiness score. In ‘other language, we are asking whether ¢ sses that are

exposed to different levels of the teacher or classroom behavjor, but vhich

- are identical in initial readiness diffe (predicted)
achievement at the end of the year. .

In the event that the interaction is foynd to be statistically signifi-
cant (p < .10), expected values for the achievement test atp calculated for
particular combinations of readiness lé!gl'&nd classroom behavior in order

to explicate the nature of the interaction.. Four combinations’ are sufficient:

a) low TRD with low CB; b) ..low TRD with high CB; c) high TRD with low CB;

d) High TRD with high CB where "high' and "low" are plus and minus 1 aiggg

from the mean of the variable concerned. To facilitate comparisons across

classroom behavior variables, these values are scaled as z scores (mean = 0,

14

SD = 1), In the example belgw, we gee that the behavior is positively related.
to gain, bnc that it is more strongly related among classes initially low

in readiness than among -those initially high.

High

Achievement High TRD
Score

Low TRD

Low

Low High
]ERJ(j Classroom Behavior
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'l‘hg_ second test of the geries, which forces the imgli'cit regtession
lines to be parallel, may or may not be signif:l.cant,. fndependent of the
interaction effect. If both are s‘:tgniﬁcant, we can make a general statement’
abou.t': the classroom behavior's effect, but with a qualification recognizing .
its interaction with initfal readiness. t - N
In the event that only the second test is significant, we can determine
the direction of the effect: of the classtoom bghavior simply by examining
the sign of the CB beta wqiéht in the second, equation. '
:

Curvilinear Relationships

The previous set of models is sensitive only to the linear aspects of
the gelationship between classroom behay:lor and gain. To determine whether
regression lines which are allowed to curve will better fit the actual data

points, another set of regression models was employed.

Ll

Ach = TRD + GB ¥ (CAT) (TRD) + (cB)? + (mR0) (cB)® +E,

N

Ach = TRD + CB + (CAT) ('mb)-u-nz

2 _ 2
(R, -R,) (N=-6)
R W 5 df =2, (N<6)

" The second of these equations is, of course, the first of the ,previous
set. Byh adding the last two' terms - squared CB scores and their products
with the readiness scores - ‘we permit the lines not only to bend once, but
to bend differently at different levels of the readiness test.

-
If the F test 13 significant, we conclude that allowing the regression
lines to bend does indeed afford a better fit to the data. To optain a

graphic reflection of such an effect, five expected values are computed for

. o
the low readiness level and five also for the high readiness level. Class~
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. room behavior values for' the mean, plus and minus l[2 sigma, -and plds‘and
- »
minys 1 sigma are plugged into the equation with a high ¢r low readiness
scofe. The resulting set of ten values can be used to produce a plot such

as this example- .

High

()
v

Achievement
Posttest

-

| I l | I '

" Low Classroom High
Behavior

In this example, the suggestion would be that in the midrange of the
classroom behavior, it has a depressing effect on the performance of low
readiness classes and an enhancing effect on those of high readiness classes,
but when the claésroom behavior is relatively high or low, readiness is not
relevant. There is also the suggestion here, reflected by the dotted line,
that for average ability classes, the classroom behavior is not associated
with achievement at all. ‘

Each variable deacribing.cljésroom processes was analyzed in the manner
shown below for two achievement cores: Total Reading (which was the sum of
the Word Knowledge and Reading subtésts)and fﬁeﬁhmd Analysis subtest. The °

tables are reproduced as they come from the computer printout (Veldman and

Linsley, Note h). The follog}ng output will be used 1s an example to aid the

"’.

o'&'
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Variable label /
{Classroom Behavior -~ CB) .
Criterion of 'interest *

(TER = Total Reading scores,
WDA = Word Analysis score).

Difference in R2 between
models‘'l & 2 (test for °
interaction) . :

Difference in R2 -between
models 2 & 3.

Beta weight represents
change in criterion

(z scaled) per.one

sigma increase in class-
room behavior. -Sign "L
indicates direction of
change. If interaction

is significant, best pre-
diction is obtaihed from
model 1.

Range in raw score points
ot the classroom behavior
dat + or - 1 sigma. . .

- 4 g

Figure 1: Example of Tables Describing 't.hg Results of Reg}'esaion Ana];yaés

Criterion z

-
L
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- o . N
Yeader in understanding the data tables. ) . AN
' In the text, Fh.e results are accompanied by some statistical informa~
tion. When results are significant, the P level is given and the range of

plus and minus 1 sigma is renorted for t':he classroom behavior variable.
Since two ‘series of tests were run for each variable (one for each achieve-
ment score), both are reposted at the same time to determine the strength

of relationship. Sihce the N was low (20 classes for most analyses), and.
since patterns 19 the results were considered more :unpc;rtant than the abso~
lutg probability level of any single test, a value of P < .10 was selected
for cot;sidering the results to be significant, Sinee two criteria were’
avatlable, the following rule was used to deterpihe inclpsion of‘regults

as significant. Results ‘ate reported.as signif:lccnt' if the 'ciasqroong
behavior variable was related to one of the test scores with an associated
P level of .05 or less, g;_if it was related to both tesgt séores at a level
of .10 or less. Therefore, resdlts in which the variable was weakly related
to one criteria (i.e., .05 < p < .10}, but not relgled to the other @ > .10)
were mnot reported as‘;ignificant.

Variable numbers are given for all results so that the tables may be
referenced (see below for table numbers including variables of interest).
When results are significant, information is included in parentheses to give
the variable number, the p levels for the two té;ts, with Total Reading first,
then Word Analysis, and the range of the classroom behavior that fell within
. Plus and minus 1 sigma from the mean. For example:

(4035; p < .01, p = .03; range = 21.24 to 31.84)
would indicate that varfable 4035 (which was the average time that reading

groups met) was significantly related to the Total Reading score and the

Word Analysis score, and that most groups met from 21 to 32 minutes on the

)



average. The discussion of this result in the text defines t;:§~re1ation-

’

ship as being positive. ihe Peta weight for the slope may he found in the
tables. ~ ’

‘/ Since they wexe analyzed separately, the rtsults for the Total Reading
scores and Word Analysis scotes appear in different tables. The tables are
also div;ded according to the type of data describing classroom processes

. in the same way that was done for the group comparison data. The following -

i1s a guide to finding variables in Tables 10 through 18 .
. - Test Score Used Located
Variable Describing as Criterion in Table
4026+5369 Reading group measures Total Reading 13
1-431 Rate variables Total éeading 14
-601-1079 Progortion variables Total Reading 15
4026-5369 Reading group measures Word Analysis 16
1-431 . Rate variables Word Analysis 17
601-1079 Proportion variables . Word Analysis 18

Throughout the text, reference is made to "low ability" or "low readi-
ness" classes, or to "high ability" or "high readiness" classes. These refer
to classes that were one sigma below or abcve the mean respectively on class
mean readiness, as measured by the Metropolitan Readiness test. Whe;ever
interactions were detected such that the relationshgp with achievement depend-
ed on both the level of the classroom behavior and the entering readiness
score, the computer program plotted the relationships for suﬁh classes to
iilustrate the different slopes. For purposes of brevity, the text will
refer to "low" and "high" classes, but the reader should understand that

these references are to the statistical extremes, rather than to any abso-

lute level of abilitv or readiness.
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Results

¢

Getting and Maintaining Students' Attention (P:{pcigues l & 2)

Use of an attention getter and its effectiveness. There were no signi-

ficant relationships for the proportion of times that an attention getter .
was used to begin a tramsition (5312) or to begin a lesson (5321).

The var{;?les describing the kinds of attention getters used in transi-
tions and at the beginning of the lesson also showed no significant rela-

tionships for either test score (5313, 5315, 5316, 5318, 5319).

Although there were no significant findiﬁgs for the use of signals to

. begin transitions, there were important relationships with achievement for

the smoothness of transitions. There was a significant negative relation-
ship for the proportion of total observed time that was spent in transition
(4062: p's = 03, < .01, range = .67 to .15); therefore, the higher the
proportion of total time spent in transitign, the lower the achievement.

It is likely that this variable reflects the teachers' overall management
abilities: the more effective teachers had smoother and shorter transitiomns.
Other variables describing time spent in tramnsition were the average

time taken for each of three components of the transition: the time to

the group for students, the time to the group for the teacher, and the

time to the lesson once the group was together., For the first two variables,
there were no significant relationships (4026, 4027). However, the average
time taken for the lesson to begin once the students and teacher were in

the group showed significant negative linear relationships for both tests
(4028; p's = .10, .03, range = .59 to 1.86 minutes). This variable probably

reflects the teacher's management ability, because the time in this compoaent

.0
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was spent organizing materials and getting studerts' attention, ‘A weil-
organized teacher would have the materials ready, and could get student
attention quickly., °
/’ These three components were also examined as proportions of the total
transition time. There were no significant relationships for any of them
for the Total Reading score, but the proportion of transition time that
was time~-to~group for the teacher showe& a significant’interaction in the
Word Analysis score data (4060; 2_=-.03, range = .04 to .33). Relationships
were positive for high and negative for low classes. The negative slope
for lower ability classes makes intuitive sense, in that te#chers who were
with their students sooner were decreasing "dead" time in the group when
the students were left withoﬁt'diregtibn. However, the positive findings
for higher ability classes are puzzling. In the absence of significant
results for the Totdl Reading data, this finding w;ll not be interpreted
at this point. )

One of the measures of the effectiveness of attention getters during
transitions was a rating onf# S~pcint scale of the percent of children
paving attention tc signals when they were given. , This éverage rating
showed significant positive lincar relationghips with bgth tests (53033
p's = .03, .C3, range = 3.05 to 3.67 on"a 5-point scale). Most teachers
had 60 to 80 percent of their students attending to the transition signals,
but those who got higher attention were produciug higher achievement.
Apain, this result is probably a reflect fon of better management by the
more ef fective teachers. However, there were no significant relationships

for the average rating of the percent of children attending to signals

piven at the begiming of the lesson (5304). Prelesson signals were not

Q ) ,7
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used very often, and when they were and could be rated, the range was *°
fairly restricted. Thepefore; the lack of stgnifiéance for this variable
probably reflects its poor distribution and lqw frequency of occurrence.

Ano}her measure taken to indicate efféctivedbss of signals was the
number of times teachers repea;ed signals to start the transition or to
get attention in Ehe group (4041; 4043). Both variabi;s had restricted
ranges and there were no Qignifipant findings'

Another indication of effectiveness of‘signals was the average number -
of indivi@ual corrections delivered by the teacher during the transition
or at the beginning of the lesson. There were no significant results for
the average nhmber‘of corrections during transitions CZOAZ), but ‘there was
a significant negative iinear relationship for the average number of iudivi-
dual corrections given before stirting the lesson (4044; p's - .05, .Oi,
range = .17 to .75). The more times the teacher corrected individuals
before beginning the lesson, the lower the achievement for the class. This
variable probably also reflects the.teacher’s overall management ability.

Seating the group. The teacher's adherence 12 Principle 2 (arranging .
the group) was measured by two ratings. The appropriateness of teacher
seating was;defined as the number of students who could be seen easily §y
the-teacher (a rating of 5 represented 100%) . Likewise, appropriate child
seating was defined as the number of other students who could be seen easily
by the children in the reading group (Where 5 represented 0%). There was ®
a significant positive linear relationship for the average rating of teacher
seating (5301, p's = .01, .03, range = 2.72 to 4.21). Teachers who arranged
themselves so as to see most of the out-of-group students were also those

A

who produvvd greater achievement., This variabie probably also reflects the
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» teacher's ov;rall management ability, in that monitoring is an important
part 6f hanagement. There were'po significant findings for the average
rating for child seating Y5302).

Summary of results for ﬁrincig}es 1 and 2. The first two principles -

in the model emphasized the-inporghncé of getting and maintaining the atten-
tien of the students. Some specific sqgggstions were made in the model for
achieving this: using clear sijnals to call for transitions an’ to get
attention to begin a lesson, and arranging the group so as to make mogito%ing
of the entire classroom easier for the teacher and dist: wctions less likely
for the students in the group. Several variables were created to measure
both thé implementation of these specific suggeétigns and their immediate
effects. .

The results suggest;; that the hore eff;ctive teachers (1ﬁ terms of
achievement gains) had better control at the beginning of the lesson, as
reflected in several short-term outcomes such as time measures and ratings
of attention. However, the only specific behavior included in the iﬁstrpc—
tional model that was related to achievement and to these manage ‘wnt skills

- was the teacher seating herself to monitor the out~of—gr9up students. Use.
of signals (as suggcstéd by the model) did not relate to gain, but there
was restricted variance here, (Most teachers in both treatment and control
groups used siénals for transitions, and very few teachers used them to
start lessons.)

However, measures indicating the overall sffectiveness of transitions
and beginning lessons showed significant positive relationships with gain

(e.g., time spent in transitions, rating of student attent fon, less need

[
for corrections of students once they were in the group). A measure of

ERIC -130-




. ’ + 7
timg_spent between the arrival ;f all persons in the group and the beginning
of the lesson showed negative telationshipg. This could reflect either
a lack of teacher preparation and)or more time spent ggtting students '
attention. _ .

' In genéral, then, these findings indicate that the more effective . o
teacherg had better control during transitions and when beginning lessona;

This is probably due to overall management skills.

-

Introducing the Lesson and Materialrfgvthé Students (P{{pcigggs 3,4,5, & 6}

Using an overview. For each observation, the qbserver noted whether
thg ;eacher gave no overview, whether she gave an overview con?aining only
mechanical content'(i.e., the pages to be covered), or -whether she gave an
overview conta{ning specific instructional content. Propoftion variables
were created to refle.t the number of' observations in which the teacher did °

each of these things. The proportion of time in which no overview of

instructional content was given showed a significant negative linear rela-

(
)
{

tionship with Total Reading scores (5330; p = .03, range = .38 to .78).

However, thie variabie was not significant far the Word Analysis score.

-

Several variables described the content of overviews, but none was
related to achievement. There were no significant relationships for the
variables déscribing mechanical overviews vs. specific instructional over-
views (5331 and 5332). There were also no significent findings for any
of the variables describing motivating statements in overvieﬁs (5334-5336).
The rated enthusiasm of the teacher's voice and of the students also
showed no relationship with achievement (5305, 5306). Most overviews

. e
were given and received in a neutral manner. -

»
«‘,’
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Therefore, the results suggest that teachers who failed to give over-
views most of the time had ‘lower achievement, but that the actuil cantent
of overviews did not predict achieveﬁ;nt:

.

Presentation of new words. There were no significant relationships

for the average number of new words presented in a lesson (5358). ' There
. . )
also were no significant results for the proportion of group lessons in

(3

wﬁich any new words were given or the average number of new words that wefe
given at any one time (5368, 5369). ‘

There also were no significant relationships for the proportion df
new words given at the beginning, rather than during the lesson (5359), or
for the proportion of new words giﬁen by the teacher rather than asked of
a child (5360).

However, there were significant findings for the use of clues when
new words were presented. There was a positive linear relationship for
both tests for the propogtion of new words given with phonetic clues
(5361; p's = .02, .05, range = .17 to .71). There were no significant
findings for the proportigh of new words given with poetext clues or with .
both phonetic and context ciues (5362, 5363). ‘However, there were weak .
negaiive findings for the proportion of new words presented with no cluée
at all (5364; p's‘s .06, .09, range = .13 to .66).  This suggests that
teaehe;s who frequently presente? no; words without any clues A: all had

~

lower achievement.
<

-

Repetition of new words. When new words were presented, the observers

noted whether or not the teachers had the students repeat them and how this
was dofe when it occirred. There were no significant findihgs for the

proportion of new words which were repeated by students (5365). There
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_were no clear-cut findings fo; thé proportion’of new words repeated chorally
instead of 1nd1v1du;11y, but a weak negative relstionship was suggested
(53§6). S ) _ . ~.,

There were no significant'findings for the proportion of new words

which were répe;ted by all of the children rather than by some (5367).

; In summary of the data describing presentation of ‘new words, no variables
relateq to the treatment demonstrated .relationships with achi;vehent. However,

using phonetic clues when ?resenting new, words was associated.with gain,
. -3

Demonstrations and‘cihlanations; There were no significant findings .

for the proportion of activiiies introduced by a teacher demonstration '
(5348), or for the ptopottion\hot requiring a demonstration (5350). (Mbs;
E activities were introduced by a teacher demomstration.)

There also were no significant findings for the ptoportion\of demonstra-
tionﬁ that had to be repeated because the‘students did not understand (5351).

Other variables measuring effectiveness were 5-point rating scales of the

>
-

"gyfficiency” o% .he demonstration ard the percent of studenza in the group
who apparently comprehended it (as judéed by their performance afterwords) . ,
There were no significant findings for either of these vati;bles (5310and
5311). The ranges were restricted, however, which suggeaia that thg ratings
may not have been squitive to variationg in duality of demonstration.

‘ The observers noted for each demonstration if and how the teacher
checked the students' comprehensioh. There were five options for.this.

The proportion of demonstrations in which student comprehension was checked

by having students repeat the instructions showed no rélationshipsswith
achievement (5354). However, the proportion of demonstrations {n which

student comprehension was checked by having the students actually demon-~

e
e
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strate the procedures before using them showed significant curviiinear
relationships (5355; p's < .01, < .01, range = .06 to .29). PFor e;ch test

" score, these curves showed inverteh U-gshaped relationships for high claaae;,
but shallow positive slopes for'low classes. Petﬁaps this technique is
usually approprifte for lower level students who can show their unde;standing
more easily than they can explain it, but it may be ineffictent for higher

level students it used too much of the time.

The proportion of hemonqtrations in which student comprehension was

¢

che:ked.by starting the lesson in the group so that the teacher could ‘observe

tie students yhile they worked showed no significant relationships (5356).

Also, the proportion of times that students were sent to their seats after

’

a demonstration without any checks for comprehension showed mno relationships

(5357). The range of this variable was .19 to .47, indicating that it :
occurred frequently in some classes. but rarely in others.

Summary of results for variables for Principles 3,4,5, & 6. This group

-of principles made suggestions about presenting new .material tB students;

and was based on the rationale ;hat it is easier for students to receive

and process information when it is broken down for them into small chunks.

The specific suggestions made were: use overviews at the beginning of the
lesson, present new words before they are encountered in rggding, have studenfs
practice new words when presented,~and provide carefully sequenced demon-
strations of activities which include checking for comprehension.

4
Very few of the suggested techniques showed significant relationships

/ -
with achicvement, although some variables which were measured incidentally
did show relationships. For Total Reading scores, there was a significant

negat{vo relationship for the absence of any overview, but this was not

-134-



.('l

2
[}

found ‘for ‘the Word Qnalypis score, and other variables describing .the quality

or content of the ove;view shéQed no relationships. . These data aug&est that

the use of some kind of 1n§toductory statement about the lesson may be bene-
. ficial, but no conclusions can be inferred about what that ovérvihw should
include.

There were no significant rel&ttonships”fodnd for the provisién of new
words at the beginniné of lessons or for the ;epetition o( new words. However,
éQo variabiés measuring the ways in which these principles were impleme;ted
did yield significant results. There were positive relationships for the
use of phonetic clues with pteseﬁtation of new words, and there were weak
negaiive relationships for the absence of any clues at all. These data
suggest that presentation of new words should. include 1nformatio§ about the
phonics rules 1nvo1ved. N

Theré were no significant relationships for the use of demonstrations .
or their fated effectiVener. There were no findings for any of the variables
measuring the ways teacheks checked for comprehensign except for.the propor-
tion of times the teacher asked the students to demonstrate the procedures
baék to her. This variable showed an inverted Uvahapei telationship for
higher-abilify,students, but there was more of a straight positive slope
for lower ability classes. This suggests that'students, es;ecially tnose
of lower ability, are best éhecked by having them act&ally show that they
know how to do something, rather than by depending on them to ask questions
or assuming that they always understand.

There were no relationsﬁips for the groportion of time the teacher

failed fo check students! comprehension of a demonstration before releasing

them to do some activity.

'x !
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Calling on Individual Students in the Group (Principles 7,8,9,10,11, & 12)

WOrﬁingrwith.one child at a time and givipg feedback. The rate of total

-

: regponse opportunities (R;O.'§§ given per minute showed significant ?ositive
relationships witE achievement (6Q$;‘2f$ = ,08, .05, range = 1.61 fb 2.45).
The rate of nonturn response opportunities peﬁ.minute showed strong positive
relationships (602; p's = .01, .01, range = 1.00 to 1.84). There were no
sigﬁificant relationships for the number of reading turns per minute or for
the number of reading turn response opportunities per minute (603, 604).
These results suggest that the more teacher interactions with individual

. students, the hiéher tpe achievemeﬁ;. This was especialiy true of inter-

’

actions that were single questions and answers.(i.e., nonturn), rather than

» S

those occurring within reading turnsi

There were no significant relationships for the absolute rate per

-

minute of failures to give feedback following a student's answer (24).
* \

’ Likewise, there were ﬁo significant findings for the proportion of total
v,

or nonturn responsc opportunities receiving no feedback (723, 724). The
ranges for these two variables were .02 to .15, and .00 to .13, respectively,
indicating that omission of feedback did not occur often.

However, when examined only for correct answers, there were weak

significant positive linear relationships for the proportion of total

correct answers with no feedback (778;'2’9 = ,09, .97, rangé = ,00 to .15),

and for the proportion of nonturn correct answers receiving no feedback

(7703 p's = .09, .07, range = .00 to .16).

-

The proportion of total ificorrect answérs which received no feedback

&

was not significant (793), but for nonturn R.0.'s with incorrect answers,

this variable did show a significant negative linear relationship within
Y . 1

(
- ". .
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a restricted range (794;‘2~< 0L, p = .G2, range = ,00 to 02).
* These results suggest that there is & weak positive relationship for

onission of feedback following correct answers, although this did not occur

often (less than 15% of the time). However) there were negative relationships

for no fgedbgck following incorrect answers, althouéh this was rare. These
results are reasonable, even though they are in partial conflict.with the
treatment principles dealing with giving feedback to student responses.

It is obviously 1n$ppropriate-to leave an incorrect answer yitbout feedback,
but a correct answer, especiall§ one that is obviéusly‘correct. may not .
require acknodledgement. Within limits, omitting feedback to correct answexrs
apﬁarently was an efficient strategy.

The frequency of group responses was paxt.of the evaluation of this

principle. Two types of éroup responses were noted., Choral responses

-

: e
occurred when the eaéﬁér indicated that she wanted the group to respond

e

. / .
in unison. Group ¢all outs were noted when more than one student shouted

out in response tp a duestion that was not intended for the group. This
distinction was %@Bortant, because there were different results for the
two types of gr;;p responses.

There were no significant relationships for the average number‘of
choral responses per observation (4038), the average number of group call
outs per observation (4039), or the aver;ge number of these combined (4040).
However, when choral resbonses and .group call outs were examined as rates
of ;ccurrence per minute, several rolations;ips were demonstrated. There

were no significant findings for the rate per minute of choral responses

and group call outs combined (4053). However, the number of choral regponses

per minute showed significant negative linear relationships (4051; p's = .05,
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.04, range = .04 to .24). The number of group call outs per minute demon-

strated significant interactions (4052; p's = .05, .04, range = .06 to .34).
These showed negative slopes for high level classes and positive slopes for
low level classes. These results are similar to those found by ﬁfophy'

and Evertson (Note 1) with-high and low SES classes, in which positive
relationships with ¢all 6uta fo£liow SES classes were interpreted as indi-
cations of student‘enthusiasm and motivatign,,but negative relationships
within higher SES classes were interpreted as indicating that call outs
repfeaented control problems in that getting.

These results nggest that it is probably better for teachers to minimize
calling for choral respongses, but that within some classes, allowing group |
call outs may be desirable some of the‘time. However, they should not be
so prevalent as to take away time from individual response opportunities, -
which showed mucﬂ higher positive relationshipi, even for lower .ability
classes. |

L 4

Methods of selecting students for response cpportunities. Five types

of initial selection were noted with the coding system. Initial selection

referred to the way in which the teache; chose a student to answer a question
or read aloud gt the beginning of what could be a series of interactiomns.
The types of initial selection were:

1. Ordered. The teacher selected the students on the basis of their
:, seating position, by moving aréund the group in a consistent pattern and
‘;hoosing students in turn.

2. Preselection. The teacher called a student;s name, and then asked
the question. The selection was not based on the order of seating.

3. Nonvolunteer. The teacher asked a question, and then called on

e
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a student who had not volunteered to answer (but not on Phe basis of seating
position), :

4. Volunteer. These were selections in which the teacher asked a
question, and then'called on somebody whose hand was up (but not on the
basis of seating position).

5. Call out. The teacher asked a question, and before she could call
on someone . to answer it,‘anbthet astudent called out the answer without
permission. In order for call out to be coded, the teacher had to resp&nd
to the content of the answer by acknowledgement or feedback. If the teacher
ignored the student and called on another child, or corrected the studeqf
for calling out but did not respond to the content of the answer, the inter~
action was not coded as a call out selection (i.e., it vas not a response
opportunity).

There were no significant findings for the rate data describing types
of selection (1-7), but several patteras were pte#ent in analyses of the
proportion data. Proportion variablea'wete created that examined the rela-
tive number of interactions chosen by each type of selection. As was done
for most proportion variables, these were examined for the separate pres
of interactions (turn and nonturn) and for total interactions. Response
opportunities were also broken down into reading and nonreading questions,
reading questions in nonturn interactions, and personal questions. These
variables were created to give as precise a picture a?\possible of the
influence of type of selection, and to see if this inflﬁence varied accord-
ing to type of interaction or type of question. Fach set of variables is
examined below.

The first set are those that are not broken down by type of question,

L
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but which are distinguished as to turn aéé\anturn interactions.
\ .

The proportion of all initial selectioné\éhat were ordered vag positively /
linegrly reiated to achievement (607; p's = .04, ;05, range = .19 to .77). ’

This positive finding for the uée of ordered turns wés‘also demonstrated .

when interactions Qere analyzed fgr reading turns.(608; p's = .03; .05,

range = .23 to .88), and goétufﬂ interactions (609; p's = .06, .07, range -

.17 to J74).

’

The second category, preselection, did not show ¢lear relqyionships
with acnievement. For the proportioﬁ of total interactions that were chosen

by preselections, there was a significant interaction for Total Reading
.. . P :
scores, although not for Word Analysis scores (610; st‘- .02, .13, range =
4
.00 to .19). The interaction with Total Reading scores showed a negative

A

relationship for high ability classes and';'positive slope for low ability
classes. . The same interactive pattern emerged for both test scores for the

proportion of reading turms selected by preselection _(611; p < .01, po= .03,

range = .00 to .25). Again, the interaction is ome in which there is a
negative slope for higher ability classes and.a positive slope for lower
ability classes. Whenaexam§ned for nonturn.interactioﬁs in which preselec-
tions were used, there were no significant relationships (612).

The results suggest that preseclections are not desirable in higher
ability classes but may be useful in low ability classes. However, pre~
selections were not used frequently and so’ thesec results must be interpreted
in light of the observed ranges: from infrequent to occasional use. Their
occasional use in lower ability classes may represent careful matcﬁing of
question to respondent when this was necessary to catch somepnefs attention,

(That is, the teacher would call the child's name first, and then ask a

4

<9
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question.) Greater use might represent teacher sensitivity to student atten-
tion and efforts t; bring students back into the lesson. This is likely
a greater problem with lower ability clgssea at this grade lével, where
students may not have developed their attentional skills. On the other hand,
the négative results within higher gbility classes might represent too many
problems with inattention, in groups.wpere students should be ex;ected to’
control their own attention most of the time. (Further analyses at the

ability group level within cla;ses may shed more 1ight‘;n the weaning of

_this interaction.)

The proportion of total interactions answered by nonvolunteers showed

‘a significant negative slope (613; p's = .02,-.08, range = .08 to .34).

- ’
L5

Use of nonvolunteer selections for reading turng showed a similar pattern

(614; p < .01, p < .01, range = .05 to .39). However, when examined only‘
for selection for nonturn interactions, there were no significant relation-
ships (615). As with other selectior variables, stronger relationships
with achievement were found for réading turns. )

f‘“ There were no significant relationsﬁips for any of the variables
describing proporcions of interactions selected by volunteers (616, 617{
618). These seldom occurred more than 25% of the time. It had been expected
that extensive reliance on volunveering would be negatively related to
achievement, due to the more reticent students receiving too little practice.
Within the observed ranges, however, this was not supported.

The use of call outs as a type of selection was analyzed only for total
and nonturn Interactions because call'outs did not occur very often for

reading turns. For each of these, there were significant negative linear

relationships: for total interactiors (619; p's = .04, .01, range = .03
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to .13); and for nonturn interactions (620; p's = .01, < .01, range = .02 to
.21). That is, the higher the relative frequency of-call outs, thg lower
the achievement. In cﬁe small groﬁp setting,.call outs mai represent a
control problem, with a few students attempting dﬁminate the interactions.
If this is so, then the negative findings ake sens \\}Other variables
describing call outs suggested that this might be less of a problem in lower
ability classes, but this particular variable showed no interactions. It
might yield these differences when analyzed at other levels (i.e., ability
groups within class) where there would be more variation in ability.

The results described above were nat distinguished according to question
type. In order to determine if different types of selections might be
appropriate for different types of questions (i.e., reading, noﬂreading,
or.personal), several variables were created to desgtibe combinations of~
selection and question type (e.g., the proportion pf all nonreading questions.
sélected by ordered turns). It was expected that questions tapping skills
should be selcected systematically, under careful teacher control, while
personal questions might be better selected by volunteering, allowing more
student control of who answered.

The same pattern of results was found for these more specific variables
as was found for those already discussed. There were no reversals of
aignificant findings. Only two types of selection, ordered and call out,
showed significant results for all types of questions examined. All other
seloction tvpes showed significant relatiouships only for reading questions.

Teacher responses to call outs. Principle 11 suggested that teachers
trv to miviafre call outs, responding to them with mild remindcrs that

calling out was not acceptable in the classroom, However, it was emphas{zed

g
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that teachers should be careful not to quench the enthuaiasm‘wﬁich led tJ,
the call out. The relationship of calling out to ach}evement has been
discussed in the previous sectizp and this section examined the ways in
which teachers responded to call outs when they occurred.

The ﬁ;oportion of call outs that were selected (t@ggais, were accepted
for their content and responded to) and-glgg~corrected byrthe teacher was
not significantly'telated to achie;ement (1032). The distribution for this
variable was positively skewed, with a range of .00 to .10. This suggésts
that most call outs that were accepted were not corrected.

There also were no significant relationships for the proporticn of
call outs which were corrected but not accepted for their content (1001).
The distribution for this variable was slightly negatively skewed, with
the range bei&g .79 to 1.00. Thess two variables considered together
suggest that teachers who ‘accepted tbe.contenf‘;f call outs were not.likely
to correct them, and that i( they did correct a call out, they were not
l}kely to accept its content, Therefore, there was no extensive test of
the principle of accepting call outs but also genily teminding students
that they were not acceptable.

Three types of corrective responses to call outs were examined:
and criticism (most severe, sometimes involving punishment). There were
no significant relationships for the proportion of corrected call outs
that included management (1937) or criticism (1039). The ranges for these
variables show that management statements were most often used (from 34%

ta 797 of the time), while criticism was only used rarely (from 0 to 30%

of the time that all call outs were corrected).

I"
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For the proportion of corrected call outs that included warning
statements, there was a eignichanE curvilineir relationship found for
Total Reading scores, but not for Word Analysis scores (1038; p .for Total
Reading = .04, range = .04 to .21). This curve depicts an iuverted“ﬂ-shaped
relationship for higher ability classes, and a very shaliow relationship
for lower ability classes. This suggests that a moderate amount of.sevetity
is sometimes the'mo;t appropriate correction for studgnts iﬁ'higher ability
"classes who call oué. Howéver,‘this was not true for lower ability'classes.
No signifiéapt relationships were found‘for similar variables which ‘
separately examined corrections to accepted and unaccepted call outs (1020~
1024) .

Use of comments. Student comments on classmates' responses were not

used very often by any éeachers, and within the range available for analysis,
there were no significant relationships for the proportion of response

opportunities receiving comments for Total Reading écoreq. However, there

was a significant interaction for this variable with Word Analysis scores

(665; p = .03, range = .000 to .002). This interaction shows a negative
slope for higher ability classes and a very shallow positive slope for
low ability classes. However, the low frequency of occurrence does not
allow meaningful interpretation, and the result probably represents a few
teachers using comments very few times,

Use of undesirable types of questions. There were no significant

relationships with either criterion for the average number per ovservation
of each type of undesirable question: rhetorical (4045), answering one's
own question (4046), asking a series of questions without stopping for

answers (4047), miscellaneous undesirable questions (4048), or the total

N
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number. of undesirable questions (4049). There also wete no significant
relationships for the averag; rate per minute of the total number of undelir-

able queations (4048) ",

.
g Y -~

There were signifiqant curvilinear relationships with bath achievement

scores for the variable measuring the rate‘per minute that the teacher
answered he} own questions without waiting for student answers (4055; p's
= ,06, .04, range = .00 to .02). This range is fairly resiricted, and‘the
full distribution is poaitivély skewed. Thete%nre,'this résult will not be
interpreted, especially in view of the other results for undesirable questions.
It must be concluded that the hypotheses about undesirable typ:ze:} questions
were not tested, because so few of them appeared.

Summary of results for Priné&ples 7,859,10,11, & 12). These principleg'

dealt with calling on individual students in the group, and made suggestions
that individual students be given practice and feedback about import.nt skills.

-

that choral and group responses be minimized; that students should generally
J

be selected in order of seating with minimal volunteering and call outs;

that-call outs shoulh‘be\:orrected, although not harshly; that students _ _°

occasionally be asked to comment on another studen.'s answer; and that

confusing questions should be avoided.

4

There were strong relationships with achievement for some of the variables
measuring these principles, and weak or no relationships for others. The
overall rate of interactions with the teacher, especidjlly in nonturn situations,
was positively related to achievement. That is, the more questions asked
of students, the more they learned. ¢

There were unexpected findings for omission of feedback. There were

weak positive relationships with achievement for the absence of feedback

¢~

s
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following correct answers, q}thouéh this cccu;red less than 152 of the time,
Only a small proportion of incokgect answers received no feedback, hg; ’
within this range!/;here were kt;on negﬁtive relationshipa with.achie;;nénr.
Therefore, it can be concluded that cmi%sion of feedback after correct answers
may sometimes be.appropriate, but é;sentially all incorrect answers should .
receive feedback from the teacher. )

The rate of choral responses was negatively relatéd to achievement;
althougﬂ the tafe of .group call outs showed an ince;action (a nesétive rela~-
tionship in higher ability classes and Q positive relationship in lower
ability classes). These results suggest that choral rqagpnae; should be
miniﬁized in ald¥ classes, but éhat occasionally éilowing spontane >us group
cgll oﬁts may be a useful cechnique in some classes, especlally in classes
of lower than avetage-readineqs.

The data on types of initial selection showed very strong findings,

in that the use of ordered turns was positively related to achievement,

vhile use of nonvolunteers and use 6f callewuts showed negative'rglationghips.
There were few relationships for use of preselections, §1£hough there was

an interactive pattern suggesting that high use of preselection was nega- '
tively correlated for higher ability classeg, but was weakly positively
related to achievement in lower ability classes.

Several variables examined the types of corrections delivefed to call
outs. Very few call outs that were accepted for tneir academic content were
also corrected for the calling out behavior. Data describing corrections
showed few significant relationships with achievement, but there was one

result suggesting that moderately severe corrections are sometimes appro-

priate for higher ability classes.

[y 14
- ¢

. =146-



o . . \ e

b

Requesting students to comment on one anothers' answers occurred rarely,

and the data are therefore not interpreted. L.

L ]

The.use of confusing questions was also rare and there vere few. signi- "

ficant results. .,

v .

-

Responding to Individual Differences within the Group Setting (Principles 13,

¢ .

14, 15, & 16)

Breaking up the group due to ability differences. There were no rela-’

tighships with either achievement scorg for the proportion qt times that
;eadiﬁg groups were broken up due to ability diff;reﬁceg as suggested ‘by
Principles 13 and 14 (5338-5340). The ranges 1nd1;;te that‘xhis'gécurred
generally less than.Si of the time. The proportion of time that the observers
judged that the group did not need to be broken up’ran;ed from .B&fio .98,
indicating that the technique recommended by the instructioﬁ:} model would \
not have been appropriate most of the time. However, even the data‘figm
occasions when the observers judged that it was appropriate but was not

used yielded no significant relationships. Therefore, this technigue was

not supported by the data as being ?geful in this setting.

lsing a model within the group. No teachers were observed using this
technique. Possible reasons for this are discussed in the preceding chapter.

Arranging for tutorial help. No d.rect observational data were collected

to measure implementation of this principle. It will be discussed in future
reports dealing with teacher interview data and individual student data.

Summary of results for Principles related to responding to individual

differences within the group setting. No relationships with achievement

o .

were found for any of the variabies measuring these ptinélples. There was



very poor implementation of this part of the model, yieldfhg little or no

variance on most of the measures. ) .

"_, B ) 1‘

Responding to Incorrect Answers (Principles 17,18, & 19)

Use of terminal and sustaining feedback. Whenewer ; ctudent did not

answer a question correctly, the teacher had the option of providing terminal .

feedback or sustaining feedback. Therefore. a variable was computed expressing

the ‘ratio, of terminal-feedback to ihe total of terminal plus sustaining feed-
‘back. The higher this score, the more the teacher chose terminal feedback
as a response to incorrect answers. TLere-were significant negative linear
relaiionshipe for totif"t;sponse oppogtunities (757%:238 = 01, .02, ringe -
.40 to .66) and for nonturn response opportunities (756; p's = .06, .07,
tan;e = .32 to .56). However it was.not significa&t for turn response
oppoFtﬁnities (758; range = .43 to .79). .
These ranges indicated tha;'all teachers used terminalﬂ;eedback some
of the time; but the results suggest that too much use of it was related
to lower achievement. Indeed, teachers with higher achievement scores
used more sustaining than terminal feedback. |
It is not'surprising that there were different results for interactions

occurring within reading turns and those outside of turms, because of the .

: ¢
pacing requirements of these different situations. Within reading turns,
.’ *
it is lmportant to maintain a steady pace of word-calling in order to under-
i

stand the meaning of the text. Too frequent use of sustaining feedback in
response to errors:in turns would probably destroy the pace that is necessary
to understand the material. However, all teachers did use sustaining

feedback some of the time during turns, and the lack of a significant
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relationship with achievément for this variable susspti;’that'thia vas not
detrimental zil the time. Probably, sustaining and terminal: feedback are
gacQ appropriaté some of the time in re;ponse to errors in teading‘gurns.
depending on the c&htent béing read and the type of error. Unfortunately,
context was not described at that detailed a level. -

On the other hand, the use of sugtaining feedback would not“sqatoutiy .
interfere with‘the pace in most hpnturn iqte;actions, with the exception -
of faste~paced drills, which were not'obaérved very often. Iﬁ most nonturn
1nteractions,?the teacher asked a single question for the pu:pos; of teaching
a skill and allowing practice with it. When errors were made, the use of
suséiining feedback, especially in the fofm of clues, may have pfo§ided
further information about the skill‘being taﬁght, and it was given at the
time that such information was needed (i.e., after an error). The pace of
such lessons was not as important as that of reading turms, where stopping
to work through gsome decoding skill would probably ﬁea; loss of practice
of another important skill; 'Egmprehendiug the passage.

*

Types. of terminal feedback. In order to examine the effects of

different types of fcoedback more closely, the separate categories were ,,:;7
ana1§ied in a variety of ways. First of all, each type of terminal feedback
was expressed as the proﬁortion of tesponse opportunities which incluéza\\~

o~

For total interactions, the proportion that included give answer

it.

feedback was related to achievement, although this was curvilinear for
Total Reading scores and linear for Word Analysis scores. For the Total
Reading scores, the curve was an inverted U-ghaped for both high and low

v

ability classes, For the lower level classes, however, the relationship
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/// was nore clearly negative for scores at the upper end of the range (735.

_ /// p* .05, range = .04 to .19). For Word Analysis scores, therc was & sisni-

4

ficant negative linear relationship for the prqportion of total response

opportunities that included give answer feedback' (735; p = .01, range = .04
to .19). | - . |

Therefore, when expressed as a proportion of all interaction, more

extensive use of give answer feedback was related to lower achievement. .
. Hoq;ver, remember that this variaple included all response Qéportuﬁities,
both those which were correct and required no fgedback, and those for which
sustaining feedbatk was more @ppropriate. The range indicates that teachers
at the high end on this variable were éiving the answer in almost one out
of five interactions. This might reflect too high an error rate, gnd it
might also reflect an unwillingness to use‘sustaining‘feedback to errors,
That is, giving the answer is not necessarily an undesirable.technique
(the more effective teachers used it some of the time), but this result
suggests that it can be used inappropriately.
There were no significant relationships with achievement for the
proportion of turn (736) and nonturn (737) response opportunities that

. contained giye_apsyg; feedback.

The proportion of response opportunities containing ask other feedback
was not significantly related to gain for either total interactions (738)
or nonturn interactions (739). The range of scéres for this variable was
limited (from .01 to .09). It had been expected that this would be negatively
related to achievewenﬁ, especia}ly in lower ability classes.

The occurrence of call out feedback was examined in the same way.

\

: ¢ v
The proportion of total response opportunities that contained call out

3
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feedback ahowéd different results (oi the two test scores. With Total Reading
scores, there were no significant tesults."FQr Word Analysis scores, there
was a significant curvilinear U-shaped relationship that was generally
negative in slope (740; p = .01, range = .00 tb .03). The restricted fange
demonstrates that calling out as feedback was infrequent when compared to
all interactions. There Qere no significant relationships with either
achievemeﬁt score for the proportion of turn interactions which involved
call out feedback (741). However, when nonturn 1nEeractionc were examined,
significant linear intersctions were found for both test scores (742; p =
.03, .01, range = .00 to .02). The interactions depicted a negative linear
relationship for bigher ability classes, and a veéry shallow positive one
for lower ability classes. This same interactive pattern has been .Jemon~-
strated elsewhere in this study and in others (Brophy- dnd Evertson, Note 1).
Such interactions are interpreted to mean that cal . ing out behaviog (within
limits) may indicate enthusiastic particip#tiOn ih lower ability classes,
but control problems in higher ability classes where motivation is not as
much of a problem.

, To summarize th? results for the types of terminal feedback (expressed

/ .
._as proportions of~all interactions), negative relationships were found for .

the use of giving the answer to students too frequently, and also for higher
levels of call outs from students in higher ability classes. There was a

" positive relationship (within a very small range) for call outs as feedback
within lower ability classes, at least for monturn interactions. There

were no significant relationships for the use of asking another student

for the answer.

In drder to examine the single types of terminal feedback in more
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deiail. variables were. created that expressed each specific type as t&
proportion of all terminal feedback that wag used. These variables tell .
us the relative 1mportence of the three specific tecbniquee when terminal
feedback 1is selected as a generel strategy. fhat is, if the teacher is not
going to give sustaining feedback{ is one type of terminai feedback more
closely related to achievement than another? Is the apﬁropriate use of
terminal feedback dependent on the specific kind of feedback used?

In the instructional model, giving the answer to students was consgid-

ered better .than asking another student for the answer or having students

call out feedback without permission. Therefore, positive relationshigs

14
.were expected for the relative use of giving the answer, and negative

results for the other two techniques. However, the proportion of terminal

feedback that was give answer feedback showed no significant relationships

with either achievement test (760, 761, and 762). The ranges for this

measure indicated that give answer feedback was used frequently when terminal

feedback was selected as a general strategy. For total response opportunities,
the range was .49 to .85; for turn interactions, it was .74 to 1,00, and
for nonturn interactions it was .23 to .56.

This technique was used more frequently than other types of terminal
feedback during reading turn interactions, and up to galf the time that
terminal feedback was used in nunturn interactions. Again, the wmore frequent

relative use of giving the answer to errors in reading turns probably reflects

the pacing requirements of that setting. Giving the answer takes lesk time
than the other types of terminal feedback, and this is an important considera-
tfon in reading turns.
The proportion of terminal feedback that was ask other showed signi~
e

.
“
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ficant curvilinear relationships for total response opportunities (763),
but was not significan; for nonturn interactions (764). fﬁis variable wag,
not examined sepa&ately for turn interactions, because oé low frequency.
The curves for fotal interactions were {nverted: U-shaped, although much
more shallow for Word Analysis scores than for Total Reading scores (p's =
.01, .04, range = .08 to .39). This'auggests that moderate use of this
type of feedback is appropriate when terminal feedback is being given,
at least in nonturn 1nteraction?. |

Earlier research which examined ask other feedback demonstrated
different relationships for SES groups: it was positively related to
achievement for high SES classes but negatively related for low SES
classes (Brophy and Evertson, 1976; Note 1). The curvilinear result does .
suggest that too ;uch use of this technique would not be advisable, but
that it is not totally undesirable, at least in nonturn intefactions. The
low rate of occurrence in reading turns suggests that most teachers find
it inappropriate then, probably because of the effect on pacing. ~

The proportion of terminal feedback that was a call out by another
child showed no significant relatlonship for ejther test score (765, 766,
767).

These results do not yield any clear conclusions about the most
appropriate type of terminal feedback. The appropriate use of any type
of feedback is probably dependent on several factors, such as pacing
requireménts. student characteristics, and the extent of use.

Types of sustaining feedback. The three separate categories of

s

sustaining feedback also were examined in the same ways to determine more

about their effect on achievement.
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There were no significant relationships for the proportion of total

response Bppd%tunities that included repeating the question feedback (746).

For turn response opportunities, there was no relationship with Total Reading

. scores, but there ;as a significant linear interaction for Word Analysis

scores (747; p = .04, range = .04 to .19). In this 1Ateraction, there was
a positive slope for higher ability classes, and afneghtive slope ;or lover
ability classes. There were no significant relationships with either test
for the proportion of nonturn response opportunities which 1nc1uded gggggg
guestion feedback (748 range = .03 to .06). The ranges indicate that
repeating the question as feedback was used most often in reading turns

and seldom in nonturn interactions. It may be that it 19 more effective
with higher level students because thgx are more capable of figuring out
for themselves what should Pe déﬁé'i; correct a misread wor&, and this is

an efficient use of time within reading turns. Perhaps lower ability students

need more information than is pro@ided by simply repeating a question after
~. .

I

a mistake. This technique might be effective when an error was caused by
impulsive\guessing or reading too quickly, but it would be less effective
if errors were due to the lack of skills required to decode'a word. If
the latter type of error vere more common in iower ability classes, then
ie makes sense that too frequent use of repeating the qu;stion would not
be useful, because it would not provi&e the information which the child
needed to correctly read the word.

The proportion of response opportunities which contained clue feedback
showed no significané relationships for eifhur total, turn, or nonturn
interactions (749, 750, 751). The range here was small, from .06 to .10,

“
indicating that few interactions included such feedback.

-154- Y

"""J



Ed

There also were no significant findings for the proportion of any type

of interaction that was give by clue feedback (752, 753, 754). The range

vas restricted on this measure, from .00 to .01, reflecting the low level

of use of this technique.

The next set of variables expressed the proportionate use of each of

’ .

these three techniques to one another.

The propcrtion of all sustaining feedback that was repeating the question

-

yielded no significant relatiopships for total R.0.'s (768). However, for
turn response obportunities. gheté was a linear %ntetaction with a Qositive
slope for higher ability classes and a negative slope for lower.ability

classes (769; p = .09, .01, range = .24 to .53). This 18 tﬁe same pattern

which was demonstrated when repeating the question was expressed as & propor-

tion of all~response oppgertunities, and the interpretation is the same
(1.e., lower-ability qtu&ents may need more infomation, whereas higher
ability students can more often benefit from having the question repeated).

There were no significant findings for repeating the question in nonturn

interactions (770).

Although no significant findings resulted when clue feedback was
expressed as the proportion of all r.sponse opportunities, there were
significant int;ractive resulte when.it was examined as the proportion of
all sustaining feedback in total and in turn response opportunities.

For total respénse opportunities, the interaction was a negative
relationship for higher ability students and a pusitive relationship for
low ability students (771; p = .10, .04, range = 47 to .70). For turn
fnteractions, this s;mo pattern was present and the results were more

»

highly significant (772: p = .01, p « .01, range = .43 to .70). For
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nonturn interactions with sustaining feedback, there was no significant
relationship (773).

These results suggest tgat when a teacher decides to use sustaining
feedback within reading turn interactions, it is probably better not to
use clue feedback too much of the time wiéﬁ higher leve{.stugents. This

result complements the ones discussed earlier for repeating the question.

Higher leovel students probably do not need as much info Stion'to correct
their own answer, at least within reading turns, and pf;Siding too much

of it probably breaks the pace. The ranges for t(hese scores indicate that
all teachers gave clue feedback some of thé éime when they used sustaining
fegdéack in turns, so this result should not be interpreted to mean that

clue feedback should never be used with higher level students. It simply
shows that too much of it yielded negative relationships. This was not

true with lower ability students, who apparently benefited from more clue
fecdback in reading turns compared to other types of sustaining feedback.

The implication is that when teachers want a student of lower ability to

try to correct an rror while reading (that is, they have decided on sustain-
ing feedback rather than terminal), it will probably be better to offer

clues instead of simply urging the child to try again.

The proportion of total sustaining feedback that was giver by clue
feedback showed no significant relationships with either test (774, 775,
776). Give by clue feedback was used from 2 tn 9% of the tzpe that
sustainfng feedback was used.

In summatry of the data describing the specific types of sustaining

coedibae by oo smignificant relationships were found for the use of give by
chee teedback when examined in these ways.  Repeat questior feedback and

33
Y
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clue feedback yielded significant interactions with ability when examined
for reading turns. Higher ability students waking errors in turms who

received more repeat question and less clue feedback had higher achievement,

while these relationships were the opposite for lower ability cladsses.

Feedbackjg;ven when students fail to respond. The next three sections

will look at feedbank categories separately for three types of answers:
failure to respond, incorrect answers, and statements of "I don't know".

%Thia first section examined what kind of feedback is given when students
fail)to respond. Therefore, the denominator for these proportions was "the
sum of all no response ansversd instead of "all interactions". -

The proportion of all no response answers which included give answer

feedback demonstrated significant negative linear relationships with both
test scores (833; p's = .01, .02, range = .19 to .55). The more often the
teacher gave the answer to a child who had failed to respond initially to

a question or word, the worse was the overall achievement. This does not
mean that giving the an;wer is never an appropriate thing to do, however,
because the bottom of the range represented teachers who did so almost 202
of the time that students did not respond. When this variable was examined
separately for turn and nonturn interactions, no significanf relationships
were found (834, 835).

The proportion of no response answers followed Ly ask other feedback
showed no significant relationships for either total o;déﬁnturn response
opportunities (836, 837).

The proportioA of no response answers which included a call out {rom
another c¢hild as feedback showed no significant relationships for total

interactions or turn interactions (838, 839). However, there vwere signi-

16¢
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ficant interactions for the proportion of no response answers in nonturn

interactions which included a child calling out the answer (840; p < .01,

< .01, range = .01 to .16). This 1§tetaction includes a negative slope
for higher ability classes and a positive slope for lower ability clesses.
This suggestsvagain that call outs are not desirable in higher ayility'
classes (possibly because they represent management probleﬁs there), but
they may represent something very different in lower ability classes.
However, this result must be considered in light of the observed range,
‘since call outs as feedback did not occur with great frequency. Indeed,
other results from the study sugéest that too many call outs are not appro-
priaie. These interactions with ability suggest that a slightly higher
level of call outs should be tolerated in lower ability classes because
they may represent something desirable (motivation, enthusiasm, attention
to the lesson). This does not mean that teachers of lower ability classes
should encourage highf&evels of calling out among their students.

The proportion of no response answers which included repeat question

feedback showed no significant findings for total response opportunities
(844), but did yield a significant interaction for turn response opportuni-
ties (845; p's = .08, .02, range = .00 toh.14). This interaction showed
a positive ;lope for higher ability classes. This further substantiates
the pattern found when repeating the question was examined with respect
to all answers and all sustaining feedback. There were no significant
findings for nonturn interactions including no response answers followed
by repeating the question (846).

No response answers followed by clue feedback also yielded significant

interactions, as well as overall linear relatfonships with achievement.



For total response opportunities, there was a significant interaction with
a steep vositive slope for higher ability claoi;a and less steep positive
slope f&r lover ability classes, indicating thac.this technique was more
closely related to achievement in l‘her ability classes (847; ﬁ’s for
1n£;raction effect = .03, .04, range = ,17 to .41). When the noninpe;activg
model was considered, there was still a significant positive relationship
(p's = .01, .01)., This variable was not significant in separate examina-
tions of turn and nonturn interactions, although the results were near-
significant and the slopes were positive.

The proportion of no response answers (in total interactions) that

were followed by give by clue feedback showed a curvilinear relationship

with ihe Total Reading test, but no significant relationship with the Word
Analysis test. The curve essentially describ.’ a positive relationship -
(850; p = .01, range = .00 to .06). Obviously, this technique was not
used very often following failures tv respond. When this variable was
examined for turn interactions, there were significant linear interactions
for both tests (851; p's = .04, .04, range = .00 to .04), with positive
relationships for both high and low classes, 'but much steeper slopzs for
lower ability classes. This suggests that, wigh}n reading turns, using
2 very easy clue question after a failure to r;;pond is occasionally
advantageous, especially in lower ability classes. There we;e no signi-
ficant findings for this variable for nonturn interactions (852).

In summary, the following conclusions may be drawn from the data
describing feedback to failures to respond:

1. Giving the answer to students without requiring another respsanse

has a negative relationship with achievement. It may be that doing this

o 168
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' too frequently reinforces the failure t&,respond, and this may cause students

to give up too easily, therefore getting too littie practice in figuring

out how to read. That is, if students knodlthey can get the answer from

the teacher without trying, they may be more likely to stop prematurely and -

ask for help. .
‘ 2. The relationship with achievement for other feedback techniques '
depended on the ability level of the class. The presence'of some calling
out by other students within a limited range was positively related to
achievement for lower ability classes, Sut this relationship was negative

for higher ability elasses; This pattern was demonstrated with some other .
variables in the study describing calling out and 1n.ptevio;s research.
Clueing feedback (i.e., breaking down the initial questiop into a series
of simpler questions, and réﬁuiring another response) was positively related
to achievement for both high and low ability classes, but the strength of
the relationships within each ability group depended on the type of clue
given. For regular clues, when the answer to the clue question was not
an obvious "giveaway", higher level classes showed .steeper positive slopes
than did lower level classes., However, when much simpler clues were
examined, there were steeper relationships for lower ability classes, at
least within reading turn interactions.

Another interaction with ability level was present for repetition

of the question after a failure to respond. Within reading turns, a

¢ -

fatlure to respond meant thqﬁ the student stopped while reading the text
and zgggqugg_ihgwggggilgg_meant that the teacher simply prompted the

student aad encouraged an attempt. There were positive relationships

with achievement in higher ability classes, but nepative relationships
i
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in lower ability classes.
| These results suggest that optimal response by the teacher ;o a student

failure to answer a qdeation will vary depending on the ability level of

the student. For higher ability students, the optiﬁal response sgfms to

be‘qné that is somewhat challenging: . pushing for an attempt to read the

word witﬂ;;:a turn, offering clues that are noc too easy, discouraging

call outs from other students who would give sway the answer, and minimal

use of giving the answer to the studgnt by the teacher.

However, for students in lower ability classes, the results suggéét
that feedback to failures to respond should not be overly challenging, but
should not reinforce the ;onresponding ﬁehavior. Giving the answer to the
student by the teacher sho{}d therefore be minimffgd, in order‘to reinforce
the expectation that stuaents shbuld cespond, Allowing occasional call outs
from other students who provide the answer is not inappropriate. Giving
clues ‘is éften gpproptiate, but at least some of the time, those clues
should be very simple, allowing the student a guaranteed correct answer.
This appears to be especially important in reading turns, where pacing must
be consiéered.

Such interpretations are in keeping with other research that has
indicated that higher ability students in the early grades benefit from
relatively more challenge, while lower ability students benefit from a
relatively higher success rate and more encouragement (Brophy and Evertson,

1976; Note 1).

Feedback given to_incorrect answers. In addition to examiring these

six types of fgedback. the variables describing response to incorrect

answers also included failure to provide feedback (i.e., there was not
R 11?"

~161-



even acknowledgement of incorrectness).

The proportion of incorrect answere that were not followed by Qﬁy .
feedback showed no significant relationships for total response opportunitiea
(793), probably due to the very restricted range of scores (fron .00 to .01).
However, when exaeined for nonturn 1nte?actions,,there was a significant
negative linear relationship (794; p < .01, p = .02, range = .00 to .02).
Obviously, this did not happen very much of the timze, but th&pe teachers
who occasionally did fail to give feedback to incorrect answers had lower
achievement gcores. This seems 6bvious, since'studepts in this situvation -
were essentially receiving inaccurate information about qgading, andlog the
message that their performa;;e was not important.

The proportion of incorrect answers (total interactions) that received
give answer feedback showed a significant relationship for Total Reading
scores but not for Word Anal}sis scores. With Total Reading there was a
significant curvilinear relationship, with botﬁ low an? high atility groups
showing inverted U-shaped curves. However, for the low ability group, the
curve dropped off much more steeply after(;;aking. For the high group, it
leveled off more gradually (803;.p = .02, range = .21 to .49). This‘sdégests

:

t* _ high levels of giving the answer to incorrect responses is especially

undesirable for lower level students. However, no significant relation-=
sh p was found for the Word Anelysis test for total response opportuﬁities,
nor were there significant results for turn and nontvrn interactions for
either test score (804, 805). Therefore, this interpretation remains
tentative.

The proportion of incorrect answers that received ask other feedback

showed no significant relationships for either test for either total or

I;:I
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nonturﬁ interactions (806, 807);

| T¥e proportion-of incorrect answers that received call out feedback.‘
for total interactions showed significant curvilinear relationships (803;
p's = .10, .01, range = .00 to .06). The curve for lower ability classes
suggested a weak positive relationship. For the high classes, the curve
was pfimatily negative in slope with a short upward curve at the end.
Thegefore, even though(curvilineas, the pattern is.essentially the inter-

action detected earlier for call outs: mnegative relation;hips in higher -

-ability classes and positive relationships in lower ability classes. This

relationship was not found when separate analyses were done fog turn and

nonturn interactions (809, Q}O).’

The proportion of incorrect answers that received repeat question
feedback shoved a significant curvilinear‘telationship (inverted U-ghaped)
for total teéponse opportunities for the Total Reading test (814; p = .06,
range = .12 to .30). For the Word Analysis test this variable showed a
significant linear interaction (814; p = .04, range = .12 to .30) with a
positive slepe for high classes and a negative slope for low classes.
Separate analysis of this variable for turn and nonturn response opportuni-
ties fielded ne sighifiqa;t resuits (815, 816).

For total response opportunitics, the propertion of incorrect answers
that received clue feedback showed no significant fin@ings, although there
were ﬁear~significant results indicating a positive linear slope (817;
range = :15 to .33). When turn and nonturn intefactions were examined

separately, no significant relationships were found (818, 819).

The proportion of incorrect answers which received glve by clue

L]

feedback showed no significant relationships with gain for total inter-
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actions, tuyn, or nonturn 1n§et3ctioﬁa (820, 82}, 822).

' Incorrect answers were divided 1hto teading.questions‘and nonreading
questions to determine if this finer analysis would reveal a different
pattern of findings. That is, would the appropriateness of feedback vary
according to these types of questions? The follo@ing patterns were evident:

1. There were no significant relationships with achievement ' for any

of the variables including nonreading questions. These were examined for

" nonturn interactions only, since so fev nonreading questions occurred in
¢

turns.
2. When reading questions were examined separately, a similar pattern
of fesults was found to that already discussed for all questions that yielded

1hcorrect answers. Only the results that vere different are discussed below.

There weré no significant relationships for giving the answer to

I’

. . 4
incorrect reading questions (888, 890, 891), whereas analyses involving all

*»

questions, yielded a curvilinear (inverted U~-gshaped) relationship for totgl
R.0.'s with one test.
A significant negative linear relationship was found for the use of

asking other students for the answer in nonturn reading questions (892;

p = .02, .03, range = .03 to .31). 1In contrast, there were no'significadi

findings for asking others after incorrect answers for all questions combined.

' : p\
More significant findings were evident for variables describing repeat

-

question feedback. When all questions were combined, there were significant
relationships only for total response opportunities, but for reading questions,
there were significant results for all three types of interactions. For

tctal and turn response opportunities, relationships were curvilinear,

inverted U-shaped, and similar for both ability levels. For.nongurn R.O0.'s,

[S
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the curves suggested an égsentially positive relationship for higher ability
classes, with no clear relatignship for lower ability classes.

These results suggest that moderate amounts of repeating question

feedback are appropriate, but that the optimal level is dependent on the
ability level of the students. This same ﬁattern has been discussed

elsewhere for other variables describing repeating the question. The inter-

actions ;ith ability are probably due to differing needs for information
in order to correct an answer.

Weak positive linear relationships were found for use of clue feedback
following incorrect answers to reading questions (total response opportuni-
tiesj (902; p's = .lb, .07; .15 to .36). This variable was not significant
for all questions combined. . . '

In summary, the following conclusions may be drawn from the data

describing feedback to incorrect answers:

1. Many of the same patterns found for feedback to no response answers

were'evident, but they were not as consistent or as ;trong. This suggests
lhat, as expected, a failure to respond and a response that is incortecf
require different things of the teacher. 1In the first case, the task is
relatively clear cut; to encourage the student to say something. (This
poiﬁt was stroﬁgly cmphasized in the instfuctiouﬁl model.) However, when )
the student has answered incdorrectly, the teacher's options are more likely
to be defined in terms of the error itself and its importance in the lesson’
at that poiﬁf‘ Therefore, the obje 't becomes providing the correct infor-
miation in the best way.

2. Giving the answer to the student, which showed strong negative

relationships with achievement for no response answers, was only weakly

174
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related to achiévemené following incorrect answers. This seems reasonable,
in that too i{requently giving the answer'hfter a failure to respond may
1nd§ed reinforce that behavior, but giving the answer after an incorrect v
answer may be the most efficient way of providing the correct information.
However, the data do suggest that too much use of the technique, following
incorrect answers is not approptiate.

3. There were interactions with ability for the use of repeat guestion
and call out feedback similar ‘to those already described (higher ability

L)

classes had higher achievement with fewer call outs and more repeating the

question, and the reverse was true for lower ability classes). However,
again, these were noE aé strong as they were when examining failures to
respond. _

4. The strength of the relationship with achievepent depended on the
type of question. There were no significant findings when nonteag}ng
questions were examined separately., However, vhen reading questions were

v examined, a similar pattern of results emerged to that already described,

and for some variables the results were stronger. Of particular importance

here was a negatiﬁg relationship with achievement for asking another studeat
following an incorvect answer. This is the.only instance of é negatiye
finding for this technique, although the original hypothesis was that it
would be negatively rolated.to achievenment. . |

Feedback given to "I don't know" answers. The same types of feedback

variables were created to express teacher responses to answers of "I don't
know" or requests for help. (In the model, there was much emphasis placed
on eliciting some kind of response to cvery question, with the undersianding

that {t is often appropriate for the child to say "1 don't know'", although

1/5
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it is not appropriate to say nothing.) .
However, "I don't know" answers did not occur very often, so that many
of the feedback categories assocciated with them were not auitible for analyses

due to low frequency. .

~

There were no significant results for use of give answer feedback (823,
824, 825), ask other feedback (826, 827), or-repeat question feedback (828,

829). Calling out by other students and giving the answer by a clue were

not examined for "don't know" answers due to low frequency.
The only significant finding for the cluster of variables deacg;ping
feedback to "I don't know' answers éas for the use of clue feedback in

4

nonturn response opportunities. Here, the_telationsh;pa were curvilinear

- (832; p's = .04, .05, range = .10 to .47). For both ability gto;pa, these .
curves showed essentially positive relationships with a plateau for high

levels of the variable. This suggests that giving a clue when students

admit they don't know the answer is an appropriate thing to do, at least

within the range of that behavior that was observed.

Results of sustaining feedback. In addition to looking at relationships

between achievement and types of feedback in different situatiomns, the affects
of sustaining feedback also were examined. Every time that the teacher
[ 4

gave sustaining feedback, the obscrver noted whether or not it led to an

improved response in the mext interactiou. Improvement was defined as any

correct answer or, in the case of an init{al failure to respond, as making
any resp;nse- Proportions were then created to express the qumber of times
that such feedback led to improvement.

The proportion'of all interactions involving sustaining feedback that

resulted in improved answers yielded no significant relationships for either.
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total, turn, or nonturn interaction; (934, 935, 936). 1t h;d«been expected
that teachers who got better results with sustaining feedback would be the
_ more effective teachers, but this was not the case. The ranges on these
variables showed that sustaining feedback usually resulted in 1npt5v§ment.
although there was still variation among the teachérs:' For example, for
total response opportunities including sustaining feedback, teachers'
improvement scores ranged from 63% to 77% of the time. fherefore, they
were successful most of the time in el;éiting a betters answer in the next
interaction, although this war not necessarily the final correct amswer.
Therefore, these measures did not def;ne whether or not the teacher leﬁ the
student to the final soiation. It might be that a measure of ultimate
éuccess or failure with a sequence of sustaining feedback would be a Qgt;er
indication of the teacher's ayility to use it effectively, and this in turn
mig@t be related to achteQémeﬁt. 1t seems likely that teachers who are
atle to accurately diagnose the cause of a? error and lead the chil&‘
successfully through fhe process of answering the questiog woulu be more
effective teachers overall. However, this hypothesis was not tested by
these particular variables.

Each type of answer (incorrect, "I don't know", and failure to respond)
wa; also examined for improvement following it. This was dome in two
different ways. Scores were created which expressed the improvement ratio
for ouly those interactions which were sustained (i.e., those which could
be cdmpleteiy categorized as either improved or not improve&). Also created
were variables expressing the proportign of improved answers out of all

such answers (l.e., those which iucluded sustaining feedback, as well as |

all the times that the auswer was not sustained).
-~y
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for the first type of variable, no relationships were found for the

propor{ion of sustained incorrect or no response answers that were improved
(928, 9&2). However, when "I 3on't know" answers were considered, there
was a significant interaction for the proportion of these which were sustained
and improved ‘in nonturn response opportunities (940; p ~ .02, .06, range ;
.43 to .76). This interaction showed relationships with achievement which
were positive for higher ability classes, and negarive for lower ability
classes. It is nogaclear why there Qas a negative finding for low classes,
especially in light of other findings that suggested that clues which
guaranteed improvement were positively related to achievement in these
clas;es.

When the p;opottion of each type of answer that was improved was
examined, positivé relationships with achievement were found for incorrect
answers (937; p's = .06, .09, range = .23 to .43). Since these variables

were eaamiﬁing the proportion of cffective sustaining feedback to all other

types of feedback, and since most sustaining feedback was effective, these
results may actually reflect the general appr&briateness of using sustaining
feedback much of the time. However, there were no significant findings
for this variable for "I don't know'" answers (939). Again, results for
"] don't know" answers do not fit into a pattern established for other
types of answers. This might be dhe to their low frequency, which could
lead to unreliable rﬁsults, or it might be that they actually represent
a qualitatively different situation than incorrect answers and '"no response”
v answers.
Each type ot sustaining feedback was exawined for the proportion that

resulted in improved responses. No stgnificant relatiouships with achieve~

rs
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ment were found for any of the three categories (944 - 951). Not surprisingly,

give by clue feedback more often resulted in success when it was used. but

relative success with this or any other type of feedback did not predict
achievement. These support the more general variables already discussed
which showed that effective use of sustaining'feedback as it was measured
did not relate to aci-ievement.

Another sct of variables w s created to examine the'relative length
0. a serics of sustained interactions, in order to determine if teachers
who gave up before ultimate success differed from teachers whc usually
continued suataining sequences through to the end. The variables expressed
the proportion of sustained interactions which‘did not include the final
correct answéx that were terminated rather than sustained further. It might
be predicted that the relationship of this varlable to achievement would
be curvilinear, in that giving up and offering terminal feedback too much
of the ttme might communicat. =2gative expectations, while never beigg
willing to stop before success ~cusd seriously disrupt the pace of the
lesson. However, there were no significant relationships for this variable
for total, turn, or nonturn interactions (662, 663, 664). Values ranged
trom 30% to 50%Z for sustained interactions receiving terminal rather than
further sustairing fcedback.

Summary ol results for Principigg describing feedback to incorrect

. cmmcant md ¢ W S8 ey A

answers (Principles 17,18, & 19). The pricciples in the medel suggested using
sustaining feedback in response to errors when it seemed appropriate. When

it was net appropriate (due to pacing os type of question), it was sugges.ed
that the teacher give the answer to the student herself rather than ask

ather students,
[
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In a very general sense, these principles were supported by the data,
but the results suggested that many factors must be considered in defining
their relationship with achievement. There were several statistical inter-
actions with the initial readiness level of the class, and results were
often different when separaie analyses were done for response oﬁportunities
during reading turns and those outside of reading turms..

Sustaining feedback was positively related to achievement, when examined
in comparison to terminal feedback. 'However. the results indicated that
terrminal feedback was used by all éeachers muca of the tine. The differences
between the more and less effective teachers was in the relative amount,
with the more effective teachers using cusi. ining feedback up to 60% of
the time that they had the choice of the two general strategies. In addition,
the proportion of incorrect answers and failures to respund that were improved

through the use of sustaining feedback were positively related to achievemer.t.

When specific types of feedback werc examined, the relationships with

"achievement were dependent on both student ability level and the type of
answer preceding the feedback.

Terminal feedback categories:

Giving the answer showed negative relationships with achievement, and
this result was strongest when failures to respond were examined. Hcwever,
all teachers, even the most effective, used the technique some of the time.
The results therefore suggest that it should be used ir anderaticn.

Asking other students for the answer did not occur very often, and
there were few relationships w}th achievewent for its usa., One significant

finding indicated a negative relationship, while another suggested a

curvilinear relationship in which moderate use was related to achievement.

—;
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This was contrary to uxpectations based on other research.

Call outs from other students yielded interactions with class mean
ability, in that there were positive relationships with achievement within
lower ability classes, but negative relationships within hidﬁ%r ability
classes. However, there was not'much calling out as feedback, so that
the positive relationships in low classes do not imply high levels of the
behavior.

Sustaining feedback categories:

Repeating the question often showed interactions with ability, in that

its use within reading turns was positively associated with achievemgnt for
higher ability classes, but there was a negative relationship for lower
ability classes. Tbis was interpreted to indicate that lower atility
students often need more information, in order to impiove an answer, but
that higher abiiity students, given some additional time:and encouragement,
may be able to reason out a word that they or.ginally hesitated on or missed.
Clue feedback following errors or failures to respoud showed positive
relationships with achievement, although again, this was strongest following

fai es to respond, and especially in higher ability classes.

Give by ciue feadback did not occur often, and yielded few signiiicant
relationghips. However, its use was positively related to achievement when
foliowing failures to respoud. This effect was strongest in lower ability
classes.

A teacher's rate of success with sustalning feedback (i.e., whether
or not it led to an improved answer it the nfxt interaction) did not
'preé’ achiovenent . Most sustainiag fecdback was successful in this

respert.
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Feedback to Correct Answers (Principle 20)

There were no significant relattonshfpa for the proportion of correct
answers followed by emphasis feedback for any type of interactiom (780, 781,
782, 854, 863, 864, 865, 910, 9il). Emphasis, as it was measured in this
study (repeating the answer or having it repeated), showed no relationships
with achievement within the observed raﬁges. The proportion of correct
answers (nonturn interacctions) followed by emphasis feedback ranged from
26% to 50%, indicating fairly frequent use of this type of feedback. The
range was much smaller in reading turn interactions (0 to 14X) probably
because the teacher wanted to maintain the pace and repeating words would
have been an unnecessary interruption.

It had been expected that omitting feedback after answers would be
negatively related to achievement at this level. This was true when
incorrect answers were analyzed. ﬂowever, ven the proportion of correct
answers that received no feedback was examined, there were weak positive
linear relationships for total interactions (778; p's = .09, .07, range =
.00 to .15). This variable was not examined in reading turns due to low
frequency of occurrence.

When broken down into types of questions, the proportion of correct
reading questions that recefved no feedback showed similar relationships,
either weak positive or near-significant trends in that direction (861,
#63). However, there were no significant relationships for the proportion
of correct nonreading questions that received no feedback (908, 909).

Sunmary of results for Principle 20 (responding to correct answers).

Although ft had been expected that emphasis feedback (repeating or having

82



a child repeat the answer) would be related to achteveme&t. no relationsnips

- were found. Teachers did use this type of feedback fairiy often in nonturn

-

‘nteractions (use ranged from one in every four, to one in every two inter-

actions). v
It had also been expected that failure to give feedback to correct

answers-would be negatively related to achievement, since it would represeﬁt

’ lack of information given to the student about an answer. Bowev;r, tﬁeréi
were weak positive relationships with achié&ement found for the proportion
of correct answers that did not receive feedback. Omission of feedback tc
correct answers did not occur often (n@ more than 152 of correct answers
received wo feedback). Perhaps omissjon of feedback.is appropriate when
it is obvious to the students that an answer is correct, and acknowledgement

of this would be unnecessary. ‘

Praise and Criticism (Principles 21 & 22)

Praise. Two types of praise were examined: p}aise during acadeuic
{nteractions (response opportunities) and praise of behavior. The absolute
rate of occurrence of each was not reihted to achievement (27, 425).

The proportion of all contacts, inclu@ing response opportunities and
behaviar contacts, that included praise showed no significant relationships
with the Word Analysis test, but significént curvilinear relationships with
Total Reading scores (7033; p = .05, range = .04 to‘.14). The curves for
both groups were shallow inverted U-shapes, suggesting an optimal amount
of praise in the middle of the raﬁge. However, thf lack of significance
for the Word Analysis test makes this intgrprctation‘tentative. |

»

when only academic contacts (response vpportunities) were examined,

Q . | 8
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tha proportion /total interacticvns) including praise was significantly

negatively related to the Total Reading scores, although not to Word

Anélysis scores (730; p = .04, range = .04 to .17). There were no signifi-

cant findings for the proportion of turn response opportunities that iuclu&ed

praise, probably due tu the very restricted range (731; range = .00 to .03).

However, when monturn interactions were examined, the proportion that received ~v’//
praise showed negative linear relagionships with both test scqres (732;

p = .02, .08, range = .04 to .19).

When only behavioral contacts were examined, the’proportion of these
with praise showed significant linear interactions with both test scoxes
(1014;‘2'5 = .09, .62, ranée = ,00 to .08). These interactions showed a
positive slope for higher ability classes and a.negative slope for lower
ability classes. However, the distribution of this variable was extremely
skewed, so that the results may be artifactual, Other research has suggested
that lower apility students probably benefit from'ﬁoré‘pfaise relative to °
higher abiliiy students (Brophy and Evertson, 1976; Note 1),

- When only correct answers to acadeqic questions were examined, the
proportion receiving praise showed no significant relationships to gain
for any type of interaction (785, 786, 787, 868, 869, 870).

The use oflpraise following reading turns that were completely correct
saowed a negative linear relationship for the Total R;ading score (855;

p = .05, range = .04 to .30), but this variable was not significantly
rclated to the Word Analysis scores.

The use of praise following incorrect answers showed no significant
relationships to achievement for either total or nonturrn interactions,
probably due to the very restricted range (799, 800; ranée = 00 to .Jl).

N\
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However, the use of praise following a readinz'tutn that contained some

errors showed a significant negative linear relationship with Total Reading

scores, although not with Word Analysis scores (859; p = .04, range = .04

to .33). »
kY

§pec1f1city of praise. There :’ere no significant results for the

proportion of all praise (academic and behavioral) that was specific (1034}.
When only academic praise was examined for specificity, there‘was a poéitive
linear relationship with the Total Reading score, but not with the Werd
Analysis score (756; p = .04, range = .01 to .08). . ’

When only -behavioral praise was examined, there were no significant
relationships to achievement (1029).

Criticism. Criticism was also examined fgr both academic and behavioral
contacts. There were no significant results f&% the absolute rate of occur-

t

rence of either type (28, 429). ‘

Thé proportion of all contacts (academic ;&h behavioral) that were
eritical in nature showed significant negative linear relationships with
achievement (1035; p < .01, p < .01, range = .02 to .10). This variabie
included academic criticism, gehavioral criticism and behavioral warning.
It did not include behavior corrections that were mild in tone.

When only academic criticism was considered, there were no relationships
with achievement for either total or nonturn interaotions (733, 734).
Acadenic criticism was rare, occurring in less than 10Z of all response
opportunities.

When only incorrect answers receiving criticism were examined, there

were also no significant findings (801, 802, 886, 887, 921). ,Criticism

was given to incorrect answers less than 5% of the cime.

185
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Specificity of criticism. The préportion of all criticism and corrective

contacts that were specific:showed positive relationships with achievement
(2036; p's = .06, .02, range = .02 to .10). This variable suggests that
teachers who were specific'abodt their criticism were getting higher achieve~
ment than téacheta who were not, at least within the nafrow range observed.

However, Qﬁen only behavioral contacts were examined for use of
specificity, thepe were no significant relationships (1019, 1030). Academic
criticism was not. examined separately for use of specificity due to the low
frequency of occurrence.

*

Summary of nesults for Principles 21 & 22 (praise and criticism). The

use of academic praise was negatively related tc achievement, suggesting
that too.much praise 18 1nappr&pt1ate. These results were strongest for
nonturn interactions. For many of the variables describing praise, results
were only significant for the Total Reading sco}e. which suggests some
caution in interpretation, since most oi the other variables were telatgd
similarly to both tests. e

As expected, use of specific academi- praise was related to achieve-
ment, but it did uot occur often (less than 8% of praise was specific).

There were negative relationships with achievement for the proportion
of contacts that were critical in nature. This is a reflection of wore
critical behavioral contacts, since there were relatively few instances
of acade "ic criticism, '

When examined separately, there were no significant relationships
with achievement for academic criticism,

The proportion of total critical statements that were specifiic was

positively related to achievement.

[8¢
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. Time Usage : ' ) . P

There were significant relationships with achievement for th\ average
time spent in reading groups. (This included transition time as well as
lesson time.) For the Total Reading scogé;-xhis relationshib was positive :

and linear (4033; p < .01, range = 21.24 minutes to 31.84 minutes).. fogj.

Word Analysis scores, the relationship was curvilinear (p = .04). The® -

-

shape of this curve was similar for both low and high groups, and showed
a positive slope up to a plateau. - . : “

Similar results were found for the variable "Average response qppor£h~
nity time available". This variable measured the average time gach.rfﬁding
group spént in actual académic ‘lessons, tyus eliminating the transitfgn .
time prior to the lesson. For both test scores, these relationships wi:h N
achievement were curvilineur (4029; p = .02, .02; range = 18.29 to 2§.26),
and the curves were again positiveiy sloped up to a plateau. For Word
'Analys;s, the curve for the lower ability classes peaked and leveled off
much sooner, while the slope fﬂr the higher ability classes continued to
climb to a higher point'before plateauing. These results suggest that the _
longer students were expoéed to instruction in lessons, up to a point, the.
more they learned. The optimal amount of time was parhaps slightly different
for lower and higher ability students. This makes sense considering that
attention spans were probably different tor Fhe two groups.

The number of students in each reading group and the number of reaiing
groups per class were also analyzed. The average number of groups seen in

At 4

a morhing showed nd relationship to Total Reading achievement; but a

positive linear relationship for Word Analysis achievement (4069; p = .05,

187
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* range = 2,62 to 3.75). It may be that a greater number of groups reflect
more careful pairing of instruction with ability,level. It would be expected
that this result also would be reflected in the average group size, because

. more groups should mean fewer students per group. However, there were no

.
-

pignificant relationships for the average group size in the class (4070;
fange = 5,65 to 8.39). '
The number of activities agsigned to the s:udents during each reading

group was counted. These were workshegt exercises or other work that

( followed up on materiql taught’hufing the reading group. The work might

‘be done wi%hin the gfoup or taken back to the s;udenta' seats to be completed.
There were no significant relationships for th;’average number ¢f activities

\ given during a group lesson (5352; range = .59 to 2.22).

The response opportunity time was coded as to the lesson context used.

.

Five.lesson contexts were possible: .
1. Slqﬁ;paced questioning and answers without use of the basual text
v and without workbooks.
' 2. Workbook activities in which the students received in;tructions
on performing exercises and/or did these in the group.
3. Fast-paced drill, in which students were expected to respond to
the teacher's questions at a very rapid pace, such as in flash card drill,
4. Reading aloud of a new story from the basal text. This involved
either silent or oral reading of material which *"1e students had not seen
before. It would alsu include any comprehension questions based on that
material.

5. Rereading of a story from the basal reader. This involved either

silent or oral reading and/or comprehension questions over material the

183 ‘ :
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students had seen before. oy,

The average time per lesson spent in each of these contexts was computed
for each teacher. There were positive linear relationships for the average
time spent in Context l-slow-paced questioning without the reader or workbook
(4030;,2 = ,01, .02, range = 2.11 to 9.98). There were no significant rel;-
tionships for time speﬁt in contexts 2, 3, 4, or 5. Some of these agproached
significance for one of the two tests; in all such cases, the slope was
positive and linear. These results might reflect total time spent, in that
greater time overall might be related to move time in any given context.

The proportion of time spent ih the different lesson contexts was also
examined. The proportion of the total response opportunity time which was
spent in Context 1 (questions with no student materials) showed positive
linear relationships with achievement (4063; p = .03, .03, range = .10 to
.39). There was no significant relationship for the proportion of time
spent in contexts 2, 3, 4, or £ Although not significang, the slopes

"for Context 2 (workbook) were negative, for 3 (drill) they were pésitive,
for 4 (reading from basal texts) they were negative, and for S,ngreading
stories) they we.e &ery close to zero. |

These data suggest that the use of the first context is important with
its focus on teacher questions with no student materials. These results
do not sugge;t. however, that all time should be spent in that context,
because the top of the range represented use of this context no more
than 50% of the time. Examining groups of different ability levels or
higher grade levels might reveal different patterns of relationships.

As students gain ability to read aloud smoothl&, they might benefit more

from time spent in contexts 4 and 5 (reading of old and new stories from

léysg
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the text) than they would earlier in their reading instruction.

Another measure was time that the teacher gpent out of the group once
the lesson had begun, and it was éxpected that this would reflect teachers'’
managemeni ability. However, there were no significant relationships with
achievement for the average time the teacher was out of the group or the
average number of times per obse. ation that the tcacher left the group
(4036, 4037).

* Another way of looking at-use ¢ ime is the rate of response opportu-
nities offered to students. This ali. , has beéh discussed un&er Principle 7,
but %t will be discussed further here. There Qére poéitive relationships
with gain for the rate of all response opportunities given, and especially
the rate of nonturn response opportunities offered. - There were no signi-
ficant relationships with the number of reading turns per minute offered
to the students. ' .

The ;LSults suggest that the mor. iﬁteractions a child has with tﬂg
teacher, especially in the form of single questions and answeré, the more e
that child will achieve. .This complements th. results for lesson contexts,
since Context 1, which showed positive relationships with achievement,
would allow for more such interactions. |

Since there was much emphasis in the model on use of sustaining
feedback, it was of interest to.know how this affected the overall rate

. of response opportunities in relationship to achievement. The proportion
of response opportunities that were initial selections rather than sustained
selections showed no relationships with achievement (645).

Summary of results of time usage variables. These data indicated

generally positive relationships with achievement for the amount of time
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spent in reading group lessons. However, this relationship was cutvilinear,
suggesting that past a certain point, more 1né;ructiona1 time does not
yield greater achievement. Other analyses suggest that a format allowing
oral teacher questions and answers by individual students is important.
Several vgriables describing such:a formaé showed positive relatibnships
with achievemept, while variables describing oral reading or woikboﬁk
activities in the group were not significantly related to achievement.
There were positive relationships for the number of reading groups
seen each morning, although qpe range was only from 2.60 to 3.75 3;oups:'
There were no significant f;ndings for the number of students per group,
although this might be expected to vary with the number of groups. " These
results might represent a'careful pairing‘oﬁ instruction with ability
level by the more effective teache;a. This could result in more groups,

but not in equal distribution of students if that was not appropriate

instructionally.

Curriculum and Content Covered

Variables included in this section were analyzed at the reading group
level, since the curriculum and content covered varjed within each class
by reading group. Therefore, the N for these regression analyse§ was 66,
rather than 20. (Reading groups that were not'present for the entire '
year were not included in the rggression analyses, since there were no
appropriate test scores for them. Therefore, fewer groups are {ncludgd
here than in the group comparison.) Only Total Reading scores were used‘}
as a criterion since earlier analyses at the class level indicated that

most results were similar for the two test scores.
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The content covered during the sear showed significant relationships

with Total Reading achieveméht. The reading level completed at the end N

of the vear was positively related to achievement, and there was also &
significant interaction (6001; p < .01 for interaction and for main effect,
range = 1.70 - 3.72, where a score of 4 indicated that the students have
completed the first reader in the series, usually considered to be the
target for the end of first grade). The 1nteracfion effect for this
variable occu;red becad;; there was a much steeper slope for higher ability
reading groups than lower, although the slope was positive for lower

ability reading groups also. A comparable variable, the number of basals
completed, showed similar results (6006; p < .01 for both interaction and
main effects, range = 3.45 - 6.10). A reading group that started at the
first preprimer and went through all the books considered appropriate for
the first grade would have completed six books. Again, although th; over-
all slope is positive, it waé steeper for higher ability groups than for
lower ability groups. These two results taken Logctbe; suggest that content
covered is definitely related to achievement, and that higher ability
students responded hest and achieved more at a faster pace than that which
gseemed most appropriate for lower ability groups. However, even within
lower abijity groups, those whq covered more content achieved more.' This
fnteraction is comparable to different results found for high and low SES
classrooms at the second- and third-grade level by Brophy and Evertson

(Note 1Y. They supgested that higher SES students (and therefore, presumibly
higher ability students on the average) benefited from more demands by

]
their teacher, while lower SES students henefited from similar high expecta-

tions for performance, but with more emphasis on redundancy and carveful
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coverage of each skil}. . .

There were four basal -series adopted by the school distt{ét for firgt-
gradé regding: “Econoﬁy, Harconrt~Brace,‘Hpugﬁton-Miffli; and Scott-~
Foresman. :Thg Lasal used most in each reading group was ngted, an& thes;
present-absent scores for each series were compared to the grbups' achieve~-
ment. i é R IR

There was a significant tnteracgion yith entetidg.feadiness level'for
the use of the Economy séries (6002; p = .02). Tpe;e was a pesitive rela-
tionship with achievement for higher level groups and a less steep negative
relationship for lower level groups.

However, the other three reading series yiel&ed no significant rela-
tionships with achievement (6003, 6004, 6005). |

There were several measures which examined the use of other materials
besides the basal reader Qs part of the Reading gnd Languége Arts program.
There were no significant relationships with achievement for thg use of
th;'basal workbook (6007), although since almost everyone used this, the
range was restricted. There were also no significant relationships fox
the use of cpmmercial worksheets (6008), the spelling workbook (6009),
the handw"iting workbook (6010), or the DISTAR pragram (6012). There was
a weak siguificant positive relationship with achievement for the use oé

the English workbook (6011542 = ,08).) Therefore, the use of additidnal

commercial material showed \o clear relationship with achievement.
N -

-~

The size of the class and of the rceading group was also examined to
determine if smaller groups and/or smaller classes were related to achleve-

ment.  There were no relationships with achievement for the average size

~ ~

of the reading group (6014), but there was a significant positive rela-
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tionship for average class size for the yeat-(6019;.g - :03, range = 20.21 -

]

*

28.79). This result suggests that ther: was éreater achievement in thg
t,iarger clasées. ‘This is in contrast to a similar :apalysis done at the class
level, where class ?ize éhowed no relationship with achievemént. It is'
not immediately'clear why the results differ althougﬁ sample size diéferenceq
or dependence of simpiing units (#n the case of the f;ading group analyses)
ma& be possible explanations{ There are analyses curreatly taking place
‘with other data from this study that may sﬁed some light(on'problems with
different units of analyses (Martin, Anderson, and'Veldman, Note 7). .'.
; The stability of reading group membership wag measured by the number
of changes of students during the year and also the rela?ive‘frequepcy of
~ change. These demonstrated interactions with the average entering ability
’ of the group. For both variables there w;s a negative relationship with
achievement for more frequent changeé within higher abi%ity groups, but no
clear relationship within lower ability groups\&6015, 60}6). These findings
suggest that the more stable that hjgher Ability groups are, thedetter the
students will achieye. How;ver, within lower 3ability groups, there is no
indication that stable membership contributes ﬁo or detracts from achieve-
ment, at least as stabxlity was neasured here. . )

. .
al
Summary of regression dara for curriculum used and contentscovered.

Y

Use of the Economy serfes (with a phonics emphasis) interacted with the
ente;ing ability level of the reading group, so caag there we}e positive
rolationéhips witt, achievement for ﬁighef ability groups, but negative
relationships for lower ability groups. No more effects were found for

use of any basal serics. There were uo clear relationships with achieve- .

-
. ment for the use of additional commercial materials. However, there were

¢
o,
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cleaf effects déﬁonﬁtzqting that more content coveted in the reading gr&ups

was related to achievem»nt for both lou\and high ability reading groupa. and

that a faster pace.of content ccverage was better for bighet ability groups’

Reading group size demonstrated no relatigpship with achievement and clasd :

.8ize'demonstrated a positive telatidhship, suggesting that the latgﬁf c{asses
. achieved more.’ The variaﬁles deéscribing stability of reading g:ioup member-

shighsuggested.that higher ability groups achiev;_I;ss ;hen the;; are more .'

& changes in reading group memberships, but'theée are no clear rela;ionships

. . %
with achievement for lower ability groups.

-

Other Categories of Academic Teacher-student Interaction -

Many cdtegories that describe response opportunities have élready been
) ) -, . \

discuésed in evaluatdion of the instructional mouel agd,its recommendations .

fcr selecting‘studenté and pro§id1ng‘feéhback. However, other categories

were also used to describe academic interactions and are discussed below.
N, )

These were not derived'from the instructional model, but we wére interested

in their relatipnéhips with achievement:

Types of questions. Nine categories of questions.were included in

the coding system. Each type was expressed as a proportion of respbnse

opportunitios and compared to achievement. There were no' significant
findings for seven of the nine: repetition, reading choice, word recog-

nition, choice, product, comprehension, or interﬁrotation (666 - 672, 677 ~

684).

-

There were significant relationships”bith achievement for the use of

word attack questions. Tﬁésc,wero quest ions which required the student.

to talk about a sound made by a letter or a part of a word, or to look at

[

(
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a single word and break it into its parts. This vatiable‘was exguined for
total and nonturn response opportunities only, because of low frequency in

reading turns. The proportion of total questions that were word attack

qu stions showed positive linear relationships (673; p's = .02, .02, range =

.. ¢
.04 to .16). This same pattern was repeated for the proportion of nonturn

questions that were word agtack questions (674; p's = .04, .03, range =

e uQ7't0°.205. This does not suggest that teachers should spend all uf their
time oﬁ?word attack queséfbné, becauge even teachers at the high end of
the range only used such questions about-16% of the timc. quever, teachers
who used;more of these qgestions achieved higher reading sai;s w{fh their *

L]

R students than those who used less.

- L3

There were significant negative linear relationships for the proportion
of nonturn questions that were personal questions (676; p's = .06, .fl,
range = ,00 to .03). This range was restricted, and the distribution was

-~ poéitiéely skewed so fhat a few teachers with higher levels of use were

’.

*

probably causing these results. However, the result does suggtst that.

‘

o tedchers who spent more of the time on personal questions rather than

‘skill-related questions..achieved less ‘with their students. .
;

. : .-
Because there was so much empt s placed on the use of sustaining

feedback~in the instruction:sl médel, the proportions of each type of

question used in sustaining feedback were examined. . However, there were

-

no significant relationships with achievement for any of thése variables

(653 - 659). Word recognition questions were used most commonly in

sustaining feedback, and they also were the most common type of question

acked when all response opportunities were examined.

Types ! _arswers (difficulty level). There were highly significant
Y .

‘;."
»
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positive linear relationshigs for tﬁé proportica of total response opportuni=.

, ties which led to correct answers (690;‘§'s < .01; < .01, range = .62 to
>

.77) . However, this rela;ionship wds not found when nonturn response °*
opportunities were examined separately (691). (Errois in reading turns

are examined below.) S A

*

The proportion of total response opportunities that had incorrect
answers ‘showed.a significant curvilinear relationship' for Tctal Reading
scores (693; p = 104, range = .18 to .31). -These curves are fairly‘’shallow

inverted U's for bo&h high and low abiliéy classes. The relationship of

.

this variable with Word.Analysis scores was linear and negative (693; L

’

p < .01).

The proportion of nonturn response oppertunities that'included incor-

. L g

rect answers showec significant negative linea vrelationships with both
s . ‘

feaf scores (694; p's = .08, .02, range = .10 to 16).

-

There were no sigﬂ;ficant relatiénshibs with achievement for the
.proportion of rehgonse opporfunities that led to "don't know" answers for
either tot§1 o? nonturn interactions (596, 697). (These did not hapben
very often, with the range for total response opportuuitieg being .01 to .02.)
There were significant relatioqghips with achievement for the propor-
tion of response opportuni;%es leading to no respoase answefs for total
interactions. This relgtionshih was linear and negative (698; p's = .04,
.03, range = .G7 to .17). There were no significanc fiydinga.for the

proportion of nonturn response opportunities leading to no response answers

-~

(699) . -

Errors made ia oral reading turms. never a group was ‘reading aloud

out of the basal text, the observer noted/interactions only when a student

144
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made an error, and sthen aebarateiy recorded the quality of reading turus

as a whole. This means that most of the interactions that occurred during
turns came as a result of mistakes, although they included correct .answers
that followed sustaining feedback queetions. “The pumber of response opportu-
nities that did occur jer reading turn is an indication of the number of
times' the reading stopped because of words read incorrectly or not attempted.
There were negative linear relationshipa with achievement for the average
number of interactions per reading turn (606‘.2.8 = ,10, .05, -ange = 1.33 -
to 1ﬂ89). The number of initial errors made per reading turn reflects the
.number of original érrors made by studénts and not any errors made durins

- .-

sustaining‘feedback interaction, and there alsq were negative'linear rela-

v

tionships with achievement for this variable (701; p's -..0%’:?03’ range =
. .41 to .98). B '

Correspondingly, there were positive linear relat}ionships for the
groportion of all reading turns that were completely correct, without errors
(i025'2'3.= .05, .03, range T .53 to .74)." There were no'significant’
relationships with achievement for the proportion of imteractions occurring
during reading turns that included correct answers (703).

These results suggest than when children read aloud, it 1s better
for the material to be easy enough that they can read with few mistakes.
However, these results could reflect the fact that studeots who make more
mistakes in reading are more likeli,to he those who will not achieve as
much., It is difficult to say how much these results are due to this factor,
and how much they reflect more appropriate matching of material to students

by the more effective.teachers. (Tt would he interost{); to examine this

variable using only a subset of lower levél reading groups.) However,

»
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because these analyves were done with entering ability used as a covariate,
and because interactions were tested foi. it cannot be assumed that the

. . '
results are due entirely to a confodnding of ability level with level of

L ] . L]
error. - -
. ) Level of errors for different types of questions. - In order to examine

-+

the level of difficulty in more detail, different types of questions were

- examined for the proportion of them that led to correct answers. There

»

were significant ‘positive linear relationships with achievement for the

*

proporfion of total reading questions that led to correg;qanswers (952;

" p's < .01, < .01, range = .56 to .75). This relatioaship was not found
.whenﬂreading questions asked during ;urn and nonturn interactions were
‘examined separately (953, 954). There glso were no signif;&an; relation-

ships for the proportioﬁ of nonreading questions that led to Lortect .
ansvers (955).
Each separate type of question was exaqinéd in the same way. There

were significant curvilinear relationships for the proportion of féading
- . ‘ ‘
choice questions that were corréct for both total and nonturn interactions

L

o (total: 706; p's < .01, = .01, range = .75 to .89, nonturn: 707; p's = < .01,
( o
= ,01, range =..75 to .89). :In all cases, the curves, were very shallow

’

inverted U~shapes. This suggéstskan optimal moderate point of difficulty

-

for such questions.

There was a positive linear relationéhip for theé proportion of total
word recognition questions that were answered correctly (708; p's = .01,

14

< .01, range = .45 to .67). This result suggests that within the range

available, teachers who ask easier questions produced higher achievement.

This probably is a reflection of optimal matching of maverial to students.

.
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It does not mean that the teachers never challenged the students with
difficult material, but instead, that most of the time (close to 70%),
they were asking questions that could be handled by the studeats. However,

this® result was not replicated fot‘turn and nonturn in‘eractions analyzed

sepafately (709, 710). It might be that analyzing these varihbles separate-

ly by'ability levels would produce significant interactions not apparent
with the data aggregated by class. |

There was a significant interaction for the propo;tion of total
personal questions answered cocreétl;, as weil as for nonturn gersonag.
questions. The relationship was Positive for higher ability classes, but
with a slight%y negative or zero slope for lower level classes (7143
p's = .02, .02, rgn;e = .81 to 1.00). fbgpe distributions were somewhat
negatively skewed, and personal questions did not occur véty often, so
the results may not be meaningful.

The proportion of product questions ‘answered correctly showed a
significanf }ntetaction for wo;d Aﬂhlysis scores, but no relationship with
Total Reading scores (718; p's = .04, range = .72 to .845. The relation-
éhip with wdr&'Analysis scores was a negative slope fér'highér ability ‘
ciasses but a zero slope for lower ability classes. Thié result suggests
that higher ability students &id better when product questions were not
too easy. (These questions could be answered with a single fact or label.)

" There were no other significant relationships for the difficuliy

levels of different typeé of questions.

Level of errors for different types of selections. Because the'

instructional model emphasized types of selection and because some types -

of selections seemed more likely to lead to correct auswers (volunteering,

209
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call 6&%5), the proportion of each type of selection that did lead to cocrect

.
-~ - 1]

'~ .~  answers was examined.
The proportion of orde;ed selections that led.co corract answers showed'
. curvilinear relationships with achievement (640; p's = .01, .08, range = .67
to'.84;. For both tests, these curves were of a shallcw inverted U-shape{:?
Ihere was a positive lgpear relationship for.the propartion of pre-
selections that led to correct ansvers (641; p's < .01, < .01, range = .60
to .79;. There also were signifiéanc positive linear relationships with

achievenent for the proportion of nonvolunteer selections that led to

y correct answers (642; p's = .03, .04, }ange = .61 to .76).

'Similarly, there were positive linear relaticaships for the proportion
of volunteer selections that led to correct answers for Word AnaLysis
scores‘(643;‘2_= .05, range = .69 to .84). This result was not significant
for Total Reading scores. There were no siénificant relatibnsﬁips with |
achievement for the‘proportlgn of call out selections that led to correct *
answers (644). (Most call outs were correct.) )

The ranges on these variables, with the exception of call out selec-
tions, indicate siﬁilgr rates of correct answéis for each. The general
pattein of positive relationships with achievement for higher leyels of 3
correct answers was not changed by separately'examining the types of

selection.

- Process feedback. This was coded whenever the teacher gave an explana-.

tion about how an answer was figu}ed out: There were significaht curvi-
linear relationships for the proportion of all respouse opportunities that
included process feedback (728; p's = < .01, < .01, range = .01 to .03).

All of the curves were inverted U-shaped, aithough the curves for higher.




e}

. ’

ability classesg ascended more steeply before turning. The range.fOt this
variable was relatively restricted. It was not examined in turn inter-
actions because it happened so ééldpm. For nonturn interactions, the same
curvilinear pattern was found (729; p's < .01, < .01, range = .0l to .04).
To analyze the use of process feedback in a more detailed way, dif-
ferent types of answers were examined. The proportion of correct answers
followed by process feedback again' showed significant curvilinear rela-
tionships with achievement for total and nonturn interactions (total: 783;
p's =02, .01, range = .00 to .04, nonturn: 784; p's = .02, .02, range =
.00 to .04). Again, these curves show the same pattern (an inverted U-shape)
with.a fairly definite positive slope leading up to a plateau and slight
negative slope. Again; the range is t%ﬁtrict;d, irdicating that process

feedback did not follow correct answers very often.

Correct answers were broken dowQ‘into reading and nonreading questiops.

and there were no significant relationships (866, 867) for reading questions.

Howéver, when correct nonreading questions were examined, the ptoportfoh
followed by proéess feedback again showed significant curvilinear rela-
tionships with achievement (912; p's = .09, .04, range = .00 to .05).
Again, the curyilinear pattern is ~ positive‘slope that plateaus. The
éufve for higﬁer level groups'riees more steeply before plateauing than
that for lower level groups.

The curvilinear patterns did not pe;eisg when incorrect answers were
examined. Instead, the proportian of incerrect answers followed by process
feedback showed significant positive lineag relationships for total response

opportunities (797; p's = .01, .03, range = .00 to .05), and for nonturn -
4

intg;actions (798; p's = .01, .02, range = .0l to .08). Process feedback

-’202.
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occurred more often following incorrect answers thanm correct answers.
ﬁheq_examined separately for reading questions, the proportion of
incorrect answers followed by process feedback show:'d similar positive

linear relationships for total response oppottunities (882,‘2,3 - .03, .08,

range = .00 to .06), and nonturn response opportunities (883,‘3 s = .02, .

'008’. l'ange = .00 to 010)0

.

These results for process feedback 'suggest that, following.coérect
answers, process feedback is valgfble some of the time but should not be
overdone. It would be redundant in mary ;ases. and it could éeriously
disrupt the pace of thg lesson, 1.f uséd too much of the time. &o?e\;er,‘

following incorrect answers, process feedback cam be an approﬂ?iate tech-

fique. The largest range was ohserved when only incorrect answers to

reading questions in nonturn interactions were examined (from 0 to 10Z of

the time). Perhaps this is the mo.t appropriate time to use procegs feed-

back without disrupting the pace of the lesson.

New questions. There was a, curvilinear relationship for the prcpor-

tion of all response opportunitibs that included new questions (743;

* p's = .01, .02, range = .10 to .23). The curves are shallow inverted U's,

roughly parallel for both low and high groups. When the proportion of
nonturn response opportunities that contained new questions was examined,
there was a significant positive linear relationship (745; p's < .01,

= ,01, range = .10 to .19). These results suggest that it is often
desirable to follow completed response opportunities with new (typically
related) questions, at least within the range observed.

Because the instructional model encouraged use of sustaining feedback

rather than terminal feedback, we were interested in the use of new

2003
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question following terminal feedback (so that), in effect, the student's

interaction with the teacher w;s'gustained, altaough not with a quesiioue-. .
}o correct h;s error). There were no significant relatlonships f;;nd for
the pr&portioh of any type of terminal feedback that was followed by a
new question (957, 958, 959). |

w The use of a new question following correct answers was positively
related to achievement for total response opportunities (788; p's = .01,
.03, range = .13 to .24), and nonturn int;ractions (790; p's = .01, .02,
range - .12 to .23).

The use of a new question following reading turns that were completely
correct showed curvilinear relationships with achieveﬁent (856; p's = .06,
.04, range = .06 to .33). These curves show fairly steep positive slope
Lp to a plateau for higher ability classes, but a shallow inverted U for
lower ability classes.:’

When correct answers were broken Jdown into ;eading and nonreading
questioné, there were significant curvilinear relationships for the use
of neu questions foll&&ing correc’ reading questions for total interactions
(871; p's =~ .02, .02, range = .10 to .29), and for nonturn interactions
(873;_238 = ,04, .04, range = .08 to .28). "Al11 of these curves showed a
positive slope up to a pla.tau. There were no significant relationships
for.the proportion of correct nonreading questions followed by new
questions (917).

. £

There were no significant ffindings for the use of new questions

following incorrect answers (811, 813, 896, 898, 929). There also were

. -~
no relationships with achievement for the use of new questions following

reading turns that contained some cirors (860), or for vew questions

2014

. -195-

-
-



- '

following no response answers (841; 843).

Summary of rgsults of regression analyses of other response opportu-.

nity categories. ‘The types of questions asked, the rate of correct answers,

and two other types of feedback not discussed in the instructional model ~.~
were examined for relationship with achievement. Out of nine categories

of questions, only two showed significant reéuits: word attack questions

had positive relationshipé with achievement and personal questions had ‘

negative relationships. The difficulty level of questions, a# measured

by the ratés of corrgii and incorrect answers, did yield significant

findings. A higher rate of correct responses, especially during reading -
turns, was associated with greater achievement. There were curvilinéar
relationships for some variables describing correct answers, and ail vari-

ables fell within a range in thch some errors were made, so these results

suggest an optimal level of difficulty which allows for some errors rather

than support for errorless learning. Two other types of feedback, process

and new question, yielded positive relationships with achievement, although
many of these were curvilinear, suggesting an optimal “level. Process

feedback was most closely related to achievement when it followed incor-

rect answers. .New questions were most closely related to achievement

when they followed correct answers.

Behavioral Contacts

Although not specifically discussed in the instructional model, we
were interested in the ways that teachers corrected misbehaviors.
There were negative linear relationships for the proportion of total

contacts that were behavioral contacts (1031; p = .01, < .01, range = .09

Q ‘ N 20"; //
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to;.23).‘ Teachers who spent more of their tinxe corrécting students for
misbehavior produced less achievement, probably because ieas zime was
available fér academic interact{ons in their reading groups. Teachers at
the high end of the scale had almost one behavioral correction for everyy
three academic contacts.

Behavior;{icontacts were.classified as occurring within Spe group
(the teagher correcting students whom she is teaching at that time), or
outside the ggouﬁ (out-of-group students.intetrupt the teacher, or she ’
interrupts the group lesson to deal with out-of-group stﬁdents).'.Each
was analyzed separatély as the proportion of all contacts, énd revealed
e similar patterns. Both were negatively related to achievement (1n-group‘
behavior corrections: 1077;‘2 = ,05, .02, range = .04 to .11, out-of-
group contacts: 1078; p = .01, p < .01, range = .04 to .12).

Each bghavioral co‘tast was identified as to the type of studént )
kehavior~involved, and Qgriables were created expresging the proportion
of all corrections related to each type of misbehavior. There were no
siénificant relationships for any of these variables, indicating that
no one type of misbehavior was more closely related to outcome than any
other (1102 ~ 1012). This was true even when siq§1e behaéior types were
clustered together to express the proportion of behayigral Sorrections
that had to do with intggactivé’and potentially disruptive problems,
versus those that were noninteractive and nondisruptive, such as day-

dreaming (1011, 1012).

Teacher reactions to misbehavior. The teacher reaction expressed

“in each correction was coded as management (a mild, matter of fact state-

medt to the child), warning (a mowe severe correction with evident irrita-
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tion in the teacher's voice), a criticism (a very hafsh correction with

\

or without punishment), or nonverbal intervention (the teacﬁqx corrected
. /.

the student with an expression, gesture, snap of {he fingers, or touch).

. ' 3\ .
There were no significant relationships for the propurtion of behavioral

contacts that included management statements (1015). The runge for this

.

variable (.45 to .64) indicated that management was the most common type

L]

of teacher correction. .
There was, however, a significant negative linear relationship for
the proportion of behavicral contacts thdt included warnings Q;616; p < .01,
< .01, range = .12 to .26). This-relationship might indicate that teachers
wh> ;sed a lot of warnings d d so bécause they had many behavioral .problems
and/or because they were overly reactive teachers who responded too harshly
to such problems. However, when the absolute rate per minute of warnings
was examined, there was a significant interaction for the wbtd.Anglygis
test, with a negative slope for higher classes, and a positive slope for
lower classes (428; p = .02, range = .01 to .06).
There were no significant félationships for the proportion of‘behavioral
contacts that included criticism (1017). The range for this variable was
from .09{;0 .22, indicating that it did occur fairly often, but was not

the most common type of correction.

The proportion of contacts involving nonverbal intervention showed
L ]

significant positive relationships with Word Analysis achievement (1018;
p = .04, range = .01 to .10). Hoﬁever, this distribution was positively
skewed.

These results indicate that too much use of warning (moderate irrita-

tion in correction) is dysfunctional, and some use of nonverbal intervention
9
41{‘;r
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° is appropriate. The'f;nges observed suggest that teachers are most likely
to yse management, then warning, then criticism, and then nonverbal inter-

vention. The more effective teachers had more nonverbal intervention and

less warning than thoge who weré lesg effective.

Some separate types of misbehavior were examined for the types of

«

teacher response to them. The only ones thkat occurred with enough frequency

to be analyzed separately were those considered to be individual inappro-

priate behaviors followed by different types of teacher reactions were -

-

similar to the overall patterns just described. That is, there werz no

v

significant relationships for use of management, but there was a signifi-
cant negative relatipnship for warning (1026; p's = .01, .02, range = :12
to -.27). There were no significant relationships for criticism or non-

verbal intervention (1027, 1028). . ' o

-

L 4

The interruptions involvinghout~of-group children were examined in
some detail to see what effect they might have haé on achievement. Thesé

were classified as teacher-initiated (she corrected a student in the room)

or child-initiated (a student came up to the group from oufside and ‘inter-

fupted the teacher). Each of these categories was further divided into

brief or long duration. y

When only behavioral corrections were considered:.the propd}tion
that was iun-group éather than out-of-éroup was not significant%& related
to achievement (1040). However, when all teacher-initiated contacts were
considered (this included all response opportunities, ali iﬁ-group behavior
contacts, and all out-of-group behavior_conE;cts that were initiated by

the tedacher rather than by the students), there was a significant aegative

linear relationship with achievement (1079; R's =.< ,0l, < .01, range = ,02

208
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to .08). T@gt ig. considering'oniy those interactions over which the
teacher had direct control, the higher the proportion of‘iimea that ah; -
- initiated something with students outside the group, the lower the class
achievement. Thi; undbgbtedly is a‘reflection of an overall manspg.ment
ability to have ‘the rest of the class running émoothly'while the teacher
concentrates on the reading group. ¢

When only child-initiated out-of-group contacts were examined, the
ﬁ;oportion that were brief rather than long was not éignificantly related
to adhievement. This also was true for the proportion of teacher~initiated
contacts that were brief. .However. the absolute rate per minute of long
teacher-initiated out-of-group contacts showed signiﬁ}cant interactions
(424; p's = .03, .03, range = .0l to .05). There were negative slopes

for highetr ability classes, and slightly positive slopes for lower classes.

-~

The , .oportion of out-of-group contacts that were child-initiated

b3

rather than teacher-initiated was examined to. see if one type of inter-

' ruption was less of a problem than the other. However, there were no
significant relationships for tﬁis variable (1043). '
Teacher reactions to out-of-group behavioré@mgontacts also were
exa;ined separately for child-initiated vs. teachei-initiated conta: ts.
Theéé varngles reflect the general pattern r.porteé earlier for teacher
reactions. Responding to child-initiated contacts with a warning showed

‘ N
an interaction such that there was a positive slope for lower ability

students and a negative slope for higher ability students (1047; p = .07, '

< .01, range = .00 to .15). This suggests that when students approach

the teacher for either brief or long interactions, it may occasionally

be appropriate to be severe with lower apility students; but not higher

* 2
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ability students. It may be that this is a type of misbehavior that teachers
should discourage, strongly if necessary, especially in lover ability classes.
There were no significant relationships for use of criticism in response

to child-initiated contacts, but tbere was one significant positive linear

relationship with Wbrd Analysis for the use of nonverbal intervention

(1049; p = .03, range = .00 to .09).

ow

All teacher-initiated contacts were also examine& for the proportion
. ‘ -

that involved each‘type“of teacher reaction. There weré no significant

e d

relationships for the use of management (1063), but. theres was a significant

iinear negative relationship for the use of warning (1064; p = .02, .02,
raﬂge = .{2 to .40). There were no significant relationships for criticism

or for nonverbal intervention 21065, 1066) . . \§ _ oA
v .

Summary of regression analyses for behavior con °cts. Classes with

higher proportions of behavior contacts had lower achieyement. Both

contacts within the readirg groﬁp and those occurring outside of the

reading group showed negative relati;;;hips with gain, espegially contacts
initiated by thF teacher herself to students outside ﬁhe group. Specif;c

types of'studené misbehavior were not differentially associated with ° .
achievement, but there were significant relationships g;r the types ol )
tegch;r reactions to misbehavior. Use of warning statements (moderately

severe corrections) showed negative relationships when éxpressed as

the proportion of all behavior contacts. However, there were no signi~

ficant findings for types of corrections which were less severe (manage-

ment Statements) or more severe (criticism). Jse of nonverbal corrections

was positively related to gain within a small r#rge of occurrence. There
;
‘were a few suggestions that more frequent use of more severe correctious

210
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(éhininga) in ibwer ability classes might be related tc greater gain '
(within a restricted range of use in the first place), but these were

not found for all gariablés,. and were most:ly‘confined to absolute rates
‘ jgp

-
*

raths : than proportio'n variables,

-
*
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> Chapter 5: Summayy of Results and Kevision of the Instructignal Model

The major questions asked in fhe Fitee:grade Reading Group Study were:
15 D4 the treatment have an effect on student achievement? 2) Did the
treatment have an effect on teacher behaviors? 3) What were tée relatioxt&
ships between teacher behaviors and student achievement? :,‘ .

Chapters 2, 3, and 4 have addressed these questioes separately by
presenting data for all variables. Based on the results reported, general
answers to those questions can be offered, but tHe final evaluation of the
experimental model requires an integration of several sets of results.
Therefore, this chapter discusses the groups of var{ebleq, proposes modi-
fications in the instructional model based on the results, and identifies
patterns of relationships that run throughout(the data. | .

As was discussed in Chapter 2, the adjugted class mean scores on
reading achievement were significantly affected by treatment group member-
'ship. Therefore, other analyses were performed to determine if this effect
could indeed be related to specific parts of the treatment. This required
comparing the behaviors of tpe treatment and control teachers, as well as

cotparing other aspects of their classrooms and schoolgs. I1f there were
consistent differences in the behaviors between the treatment and control

groups in the direction predicted, and if those behaviors were related to

achievement, and if no other factors were uncovered which also differenti-

Seam_

ated the two g}oups and were rgiated to achievement, then the treatment
could be said to have influenced the learning of the students:

Unfortunately, there are no clearcut and unqualified conclusions.
It does appear that the treatment was successful in changing teacher

behaviors,*a ithough not all components of the 1nstructional model were
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implemented as expected. Many of the behaviors escr;bed in the model .

‘were indeed related to achievement, and the results of regression analyses

shed some ligﬁ; on-the contextual factors influéncing those relationships.

t

Therefore,‘there is some supporﬁ for concluding that the treatﬁent did
influence the teachers to behave in ways that. were related to achieveme;“
'In‘generai, phé major principles 'underlying the complete inétructional
model were supported: 1nd1vidué1.studeéts qhould_havé opportunities to
receive 1§formation from the teacher and practice new skills, re;;iving
feedback on their progress. ‘Howéver, the resulis suggest some additionél..
ways t& achieve this in the small group setting, and some of the specific

results lend support to principles not 1nc}uded‘in the treatment itself,

.which calls#hito question how much the treatment actually contributed to

the‘cbseréed group differences in achievement.

Of course, bne pussible explanation for anlovergll treatment ;ffect-,
on achievement could be that a Hawthorne effect was present. That is,
pé£haps the treatment teachers were simply trying harder to teach well,
because they knew that they should be doing better since they had received
a special treatment. If this occurred, it could accounﬁ for the relation-
ships of tggatment principles to achievément. "That is, the treatment
teachers could have used the behaviors re;ommended (such as ordered turns),
but also could have tried harder in genergl, and therefore, achieved more.
The sﬁecific behavior; (such as ordered turns) would-then be related to
group differences in achievement, but would n;t be the causes of these
differences. Such a Hawthorne effect may account for other differences
between the two observed groups on measurcs that cannot be related directly

-

to the treatment, such as content covered and level of correct answers.
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Recent work by Good and Grouws (Note 8) indicates that gainé.in‘achievement.
may Be influenced simply by strong encouragement and knowledge of future
evaluation based on observation. Theérefore, the possibility of some Hawthorne,
effect chould not be.ruie& out in evaluating these data.

However, the data describing the treatment groﬁp that was not observed
suggests that a Hawtho?ﬁe effect does not completely.account for the
achievement differences. The unobserved treatment group might be expected
to be less subject to such expectancy effects, becausé they only came in
contact with the experimenters at the beginning and end of th; year.
Therefore, it was expected that they woul&‘be less aware of the experimenters'
expéétations than those'teachers vho were observed oncé h'week and wh&
knew that the treatment shguld help them teach better. However, the -
.treatment~unobserved'group had significantly higher achidbement scores
than the control group, but was not significantly different than, the
treatment-observed group. If a Hawthorne effect was primarily responsih{g
for the differences in\achievement, one would expect that the group who
remained most aware of their role in the study and our expectat%ons for
them (the treatment-observed group) would have the highest achievement.

What, theq, accounts for the differen;es betr 22n the groups? On many .’
(although n&t all) of the variables that were related to achievement, the
treatment-observed group did dempnstrate different levels of the behaviors
than the control group,.in the direction related to gregter achievement,
Therefore, in ordér to evaluate the effect of the treatment, one must
examine the "match" between the group comparison data and the regression
analyses. Figure 2 summarizes the key variablés in this way.

4

The following sections examine each component of the instructional
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. . Figure _?; : :

Summary of major results of analyaos of &roup differences

(treatment vs. control) and rblationships with achievement
. ‘ .

*

Group .differences Relationship

. " in expected direc~ with achieve-
Principle # Variable tigp detected: . _ment detccted:
d Use of signals in transitions . no no
1 Efficient transitions yes S yes (+)
2 Appropriate teacher seating nq . : yes (+)
s Use of overviews - no yes (+)
4 Presenting new words at beginning no  no .
S Repeating new words before using them  no - no
L+
6 Sufficient explanations no no
7 froviding opportunities for practice .
to individual students yes yes (+)
. . ~
7 ‘Minimizing choral responses yes yes (+)
8 Using orderéd turns to select
respondents ¢ ) yes . - yes (+)
.9 Calling on students for ‘comments no no
10 Minimfning volunteers . yes ‘ no
11 Minimizing cnll outs yes yes (4)
12 Avoiding confusing questions no no
13814 Breaking up the group due to different !
learning rates no no
. « 15 ¢ Using a student as a model no ' no
17,18,19 Use of sustaining feedback to improve
student errors and initial fazlutes to
respond yes yes (+)
19 Minimize calling on othor students. to
coriect an error yes no .
20 Repeating correct answers no¥% . , no
- 215
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Group differences

up Kelationship
in expected direc~-

with achieve~

Principle # __Variable tions detected: ment detected:
20 Omitting feedback after correct
answers no* . yes (+)
21 Moderate use of praise yes yes (+)
'?1 Specific use of praise _ yes yes (+)
22 Specific use of criticism no yes (+)
Variables not directly tied to the instructional model: J
) . Groué differences g
significant:
Use of clues when presenting new
words no yes (+)
Time spent in lessons no ygs (1)
Time spent in question/answer format no yes (+)
Curriculum used yes' yes (**)
Ccntent covered yes yes (+)
Use of word attack questions no . yes (+)
Success rate of students yes yes (+)
Presence of behavior corrections yes yes (-)

* There were group differences, but in the unexpected directiom,

*% Intcraction

t



model in thege terms,i%otins when the diffcrences between the two groups
.cOtresponded to the regression data in a way that could account for the
treatment group's superior achievement. Suggested revisions of the inmstruc-
tional model are theu offered. In some cases, such revisions involve
. describing‘th? desired behavior more completely in order to bcost imple-
) menta®on. In) other cases, the principle should be changed‘ or eliminated.
Other measures not directly related to the original model gﬁggested some
. important additions.

L]

- ‘ ¢ M
-» Getting and Maintaining the Students' Attention (Principles 1 & 2)

The implementation data for these principles showed some differences
between the treatment and control groups, but most of these could not be
attributed directly to the treacme!?. Treatment teachers had slightly

f
more ef€icient transitions, but they were not using signals more often,

as was suggested in the instructional model.

The regression data matched the implementation data in that.efficient
transitions were related to achievement, while measures of tﬁe’specific
‘suggestions made in the treatment weré not. The time spent initransition,
student attention to signals, the need for corrections of students once,
they were in the group, and the time taken by the teacher to‘get the lesson
started were aspecfs of transitions that were related to achievement,
probably because they reflect;d overall management skills that were
reflected in transitions.

Ipplementation data on seating arrangements as discussed in Princi-
ple 2 showed no differences betyeen the treatment and control groups inh

Y

the way the teacher ﬁositioned herself, but a slight difference in the way




the students positioned themselves. On'the average, however, neither group
showed high implementation of this principle. Means for teacher seating
indicated that the average teacher could only see 60% of the other students
in the room, while 60% of the students could also easily see the rest of
the room. Regression data for seating arrangements showed positive rela-
tionships for the'teacher,seating variable, suggesting that the more effec-
tive teachers weré thosé who placed themsglves to monitor a greater portion
of the class. However, there were no significant relationships for ratihgs

-

of student seating (i.e., how many other studgnfs were visible to the
children in the group). ”

Therefore,-we caﬁnpt conclude that the treatment teachers wer. more
effective due to stronger implementation of the principles related to
get;ing and maintaining student attention at thé‘beginning. However,  the
findings for efficiency of ttansitions do suggest that the trearment
teachers' greater achievement gains might have been due to better manage-
ment skills.. It may be that the treatment teacﬁers were better classroom
mattagers to begin with, despite the random assignment of schools tc¢ treat-

.

ments. However, it is also possible that the discussiou of transitions

“

in the treatment model may have made the treatment teachers more aware
of transitions, and this awareness may have resulted in better manage-

" ment of them.

Given the results of the regression analysis, these principles in
. ?
the model should be revised in this way:

~=Time spent in trangition between reading groups should
[ ]

be minimized, and activities should be as efficient as

possible.  The teacher should concentrite on teaching
Y

o') 7
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the students to respond 1mmedi§te1y to her signal, so
that corrections are not necessary. The teacher should
make sure that she is ready to begin the lessou, once

. -

the students are in the group, so that she can capture
their attention impediately and spend less time organizing
materials and getting the students settléd down. JWhen _
this is achieved, it will result in wore time available
for content instruction.

--The teacher should arrange the classroom and the reading

group area so that she can see as many students as possible

during small group instruction.

These two principles should te illustrated with specific suggestions
for accomplishing these goals (e.g., how to teach students to move through

transitions; how to monitor the rest of the class while teaching the small

group) .
4

Introducing the Lessor. and New Material to the Students (Principles 3,4,5 & 6)

There were very few dif ferences bethen the tre#iment and control groups
in implementation of these principles. Treatment teachers were likely to
present more new words per lesson and use more phonetic clues when presenting
them, but these differences camnot be related to the treatment. (They may
be due to differences in the basal series used.) Also, treatment teachers
were more likely to dismiss their students to their seats after demonstrating
an activity, which was unexpected. Control teachers were more likely to
have students begin their written activitioé while still in the group.

The regression data did suggest some relationships between achievement

) e
»:._69
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and behaviors measured for these ptinciples, but these relationships did

not usually match the diffeteneés between the treatment and control ,groups.

Teachers who failed to give overviews produced less achievement, sugsesting'

)

that use of overviews to begin a lesson is'\a good strategy, aé was suggested

¢
in the treatment model. None of the measures describing the content of

overviews yielded informat#n about what kind is best. There were no signi-

ficant findings for the number of new words presented, although there were
treatment effects here. There were positive relationships for achieveﬁént
;1th the use of clues when new words were presented, especi;lly for the

use of pheonetic clues. This relationship matches the implementation data,
in that treatment teachets did use more phonetic clues. However, this
cannot be attributed to the treatment, since no suggestions were madé in
the model about using clues here. It might be that focusing the treatment
teachers or presentation of new words increased their use af'klues, aﬁd
phonetic clues were probably the most sensible to use when presenting -
most of the words. The differences between the groups in the basal text
used may also have accounted for this, since more treatment teachers were
relying on a text that emphasized phonetic rules (the Economy series).

There were no findings in the regression data to support the principle
suggesting that students should repeat new words when they are given.

There were also no findings in the regression data regarding the
quality of deﬁonstrations and explanations given. It may be that the
ohservers were not sensitive to differences in quality. Also, no distinc-
tions were made between demonstratiors of new activities and familiar
ones. Perhaps {f these had been separated, a relationship would have

been detected between achievement and tedacher ability to give clear

220
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explanatidns, especially for new _or unusual activities: - .

An interesting interactgon'with ability was found for one of the ’
variables describing the w;y in which teachers chqci student comprehensioh
of explanations. Asking the atuﬁenfs'to'demonstrate the activity to the
teacher showed poéiti@esrelacionships for lower a%ilfty classes, but curvi- ®

o linear relationships in higher ability classes; suggesting that some use :
of this technique is appropriate for all students, but that high’levels of
use are less apprOpriate for higher ability students. This makes sense
i1f one assumes that the higher ability students will understand most explana-‘
tions more quickly, or will be able to ééestion the teacher about ;reas of
misunderstanding. There\were no relationships found. for other ways of
checking student comprehension of ekp}anati&ns, although there were‘differ-
ences between tpe treatment and control groups on thqu measures.

Thefefore, the data for this set of principles did not suggest that
the treatment itself contributed to the achiev?ment differences. Some
relationships w;th achievement were found, but they did not match the
implementation data, although one principle (use of overviews) waé supported.

Based on the regreé%ion data, the brinciplés in this section should
be revised in Fhis way:

--lise some kind of overview to begin most lessons. The
coritent of the overviews will vary, depending on the
purpose of the lesscg and the needs and interests of

the students. “

--When presenting new words to the students, the teacher
should do more than say the w9rd for the student and

move on. Much of the time, it will be appropriate to
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present the word to the student and offer- phongtic
clues tc; Lelp the student decode thq w'ord', even if the
teacher actually gives the word to the child.

--The teacher ahoulq occasionally héve the students
demonstrate to her how tbey will ac¢complish the aékivity
.beforeuthey are allowed to work on it independently.

This is espécially important with lowe§ ability studentd

and with explanations that are detailed and possibly .

confusing. .

The principles discussed in this section are probably more likely
than.others to be_subject to c;nteit effects, anh fug;her research done - -
with them should distinguish between the complexity of,infor;atiop given
to students in overviews and explanations, indicating whether that informa-
tion is given when introducing a new skill Pt in reviewing an old o;e, and
how the student will use the information (i.e., will he be working inde-
pendent}y, without access to immediate feedback, or will he be working

_directly under the teacher's supervision?).

Calling;pn‘Individual Students in the Group (Hri;qiples 7.8,9,10,11, & 12)
There were two sets of'findings that demongtrated béth a strong
treatment eifect an&la strong relationship with achievement for this group
of principies: rate of individual response opportunities and selection |
of students. Also, several other variables (not discussed in the treatment
model) were related to achievement in wayé that strengthened conclusions

about these principles. .

The first set of findings concerned the rate at which response



[ ]
opportunities were offered to th€ students. Treatment teachers had higher

rates, and there were positive relationshipg with achievement, especially

when nonturn.questions were examined. separately. That is, the more often

the student was allowed to interact orally with thg teache; about reading
skills tthugh single questions, the.more he learned. This fiﬁding can

be related to the data describing lesson contexts. Tﬁere were positive
relationships with achievement for the use of a context that focused on
single questions asked by the teacher and answered by individual students,
rather than relying mostly on oral reading or written work in the group.
However, there were ;b'differences between the treatment and control classes
;n these measures. kNone were expectéa, since the t;eatment did not discuss
lesson context.) There were also significant relationships with achieve~
mene’for the total amount of time spent in the reading group, although

there were also no differences between the'two groups on this.

All of these results in@icatg support gor greater opﬁortun;éy‘to
learn and practice skills in oral interaction with‘ihe teacher. Thus,
these data add to the results of other studies suggesting tﬁat achievement
in basic skills in the early grades may be optbmized by maximizing active )
student engagement.witii academic content (Rosenshine and BErltner. 1978)
Other data from this qtudy describing content covered also suggest that
teachers .who wish to optimize reading achievement should set aside much
time for instruction and should use that time ir as task-oriented a manner
as po;sible. .

However, the oﬁij resuldt that can be tied directly to the treiatment -

is the finding for rate of response opportunities. Even that was not

defined precisely in the treatment, although teachers were encouraged to

32923
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offer gractic; opportunitié? and feedback to individual stqﬁents.

The Yesults for choral and group reséonses are related to those for
1nd1vidua1'response opportunities, and can be d;rectly'iied to the treat-
ment. The treatment teachers uﬁgh fewer choral responses ;nd allowed

fewer group call outs, and the régression dat&,suggested that such practices

were related to achievement. However, the results also indicated that . .-

. choral responses and group call outs may mean very different things. The

data suggest that choral résponses should be minimized, but that occasional

call outs by the group, especially in lower ability classeé. may serve

4

ugeful functions. ~

: ~
In other teaching programs (for ‘¢xample, the Direct.Instfuction model v

of Becker and Engelmann, in press), ch;;al responses are recqmmended as a

means of teaéﬁ}ng in a small group. We do not feel that }hese results

entirely contradict the recommendations c;f that proéram, however, Instead the

data suggest'that the purposes and effects of groﬁp vesponding in variom;h

contexts should be examined more closely. It may be that some teachers

in this study were using choral responding as a substitute for more active,

closely moniiored individual practice. Howéver, in the Direct Imstruction

program, ch&ral reséﬁnses are used as a method of encouraging active

practige,‘and teachers are trai;ed to be aware of whether or not the Y.

student: are involved. Therefore, the critical point is not whether group

responses are used, but rather how involved and attentive the students are.

-+ One might question whether the higher rate of'response opportunities

LY
L

in the treatment group is actually a treatment effect. Principle 7 did
not specifically say to the teachers to ask more questibné, but it did

indicate that it was important for individual students to receive practice.
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and feedback from the teacher, and therefore, chofal responding should be
minimihed."Lowering‘;he rate of choral teapdnding.could not aceount for
the higher rate of individual response ogportuniiies. since.choral respo;ses
did n9£ occur very often, even in the control' group. Thergfore.'it may be
‘that the tféatment teachers would have provided more’opportunitiés to '
- individuals to respond, even withggt the treatment. Again, the curriculum,
differences mu;t be taken into account. It is possible thaé ch; series
used by most of the treatment te;;hers encouraged more individual response
opportunities by focusing on decoding skills. Further analyses are being
.. done to determine the relative effecfs of the treatment and"the basal series
on'such variables as rate of respoﬂse.oppertunitieé and time spent in‘
reading group. ’
.The.seco;d important set of variables derived frgm P;inciples 7 through
12 which showed consisten;& between the implementation and regressio; data
were the selection yariabies. There were very ?trong treaEment effects
for the use of ordered selection, in that treatment teachers used fhis
most of the time. Coﬁtﬂq& teachers did not use it often at all, and instead
Telied on more random‘seleétion of students or student self-selection
(volunteer or calling out). The regression data suggested a very strong
relationship with achievement for ordered turns, a strong negative rela~-
‘. tionship for the uéé of unsystematic teacher sel2ction, and negative rela-
tionships for students calling out answers. Although we had.sugpected
that strong reliance on volunteering wempld be negatively felated to achieve-
ment because the more reticent students would have fewer chances to practice

skills, this relationship was not found. However, there were no teachers

who relied on volunteers the majority of the time, ahd it might be that




é; a8 larger range of behavior wouid demonstretedﬁome relationship with achievement.
» Conclusions from these selection data are supperted'ndsb stronsly for
ordered turns, where all variables révealed positive, noninreractive linear
‘relatieeships with both ﬁeasuree of achi€vement.. However, caution should
be observed in interpreting theee reeults. Because there was a very strong
treatment effect for the use of ordered turns, it may be that they were .
highly correlated with eomething else 1n tive treatment that also was strongly
assoclated with achievement.- that 1s, even though these data come from

o’

an experimental study, they are still basically correlational, and cannot

be interpreted as meaning that ordered turns caused the higher achieveﬁent.
However, there are some Xeasons to believe that ordeéred selections may be
causally releted to higher)achievement, when other good teaching prectices
are ,also present. ) '

First, they equalize he diggribution of response opportunitzes, and
1nsure that everyone gets practice and is therefore exposed to the skills
being learned and tested. Second, they help teachers maintein control of
the reading group. By reducing the frequency®of over-eager students con-
stantly volunteering, and of other students calling out answers, the teacher
spends less time trying to decide who to select or correcting erudents for
call outs.ﬁ Also, the teacher does not have to worry about remembering |
who has or has not answered&questions about a particular sgkill.

Ordered turns may simply represent the most efficient way for the
teacher to remain 1n‘20ntrol of wpo answere questions, and yet also insure
that all students receive equal attention. The main purposes of the
ability-based smagll group as we see them are to present gew information

and opportunitied to the students to practice and receive feedback on

i
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developing skills. Within tﬁia particular context, It is not surprising
that the a&vantagga 6ffered by systematic selécfi;n are reflectead in higher
achievenment.

Revision of the principles.in this section would involve deleting some
which showed no relationship with achievement and no differences.in imple-
mentatioh: those dealing with the use of comments and confusing questions.
It might be that the use of comments (asking another st;dent.to comment on
an answer) could occgsionally be a usefyl technique, and should be suggested
to teachers. However, sy;tematic use cf this was not supporte&-by.the data.
Li}ewise; although %t seems sensible that confusing questions should be
av&idedt the data indicated that this %s not a large problem, and except‘
for individual cases, should not requite special emphasis in a treatment.

The suggest;on given in Principle 7 about provididg feedback to every °
answer should be modified to suggest that it is important to offer feedback
to all answers that are not correct, and probably al%o to correct answers
that are not obvious to th; students. However, teachers seem able to judge
when corre;; answers do not need feedkack and are probably showing good
judgment about pacing when they omit }t occasjonally. This may be due to
sensitivity to pacing, or it mai indicate something about the types of
questions that{é;re asked by the more.effective.teachers, who were more
likely to omit feedback t; correct answers. It seems futile to simply
measure the presence or absence of .feedback without examining the informa-
tion needs at that éoint in tiﬁe. Probably a better way to approach this
would be to define an underl&ing principle that students always need to

know when an answer is c:rrect and sometimes need to know what was correct

about it. The teacher SHduld remain aware of the students' needs for
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information about their answers, and provide it when necessary.

S ¢

A revised versidh of the model would include similar suggestions regard-

.

ing selection of students to respond. One amendmgnt would be to recoﬁnize
that teachers are not likely to correcg.a call out and also accept it.. This
auggéstion was made in Principle 11,.5ut was not implemehted. If call outs
weré accepted for their content, they were not corrected, and vice versa.
However, the treatment teachers did have féwer call outs and the regtessl&n
- daia suggest that this was desirable. .Therefore, there should be more .
emphasis in th; model onaprevehting call outs and on what thﬁy might repre-~
sent (in terms of‘;tudent enthﬁsiasm, etc.) rather than on ways of degling
" with them when they:occur: -Again, there should probably be a discussion
of thé meaning of call outs in different contexts, to make teachers aware
that they may sometimes represent sométhing approétiate, but that at other"
times they represent c;nqrolfproblems. Perhaps a useful modification of
the model wéul& be to suggest that tea;hers develsp a clear signai system
‘to indicate to students whén théy are free to shout out answers and when -
they are not. Further guidelines could be provided to teachers about ways
to e&aluate the effects of call outs .in order to make.decisions about when
to:use éhem as a tecpnique to involve the students. |
Therefore, the revised version of this sectéon of the model would be
‘' as follows: | .
‘5 --Maximize yout.students' opportunitfes to interact orally
with ;ou about reading skills through questions and answers.
~=Your questiéns should be diregted to individual students

almost all of the time. When group responses (choral re-

sponses) seem appropriate, make sure that all of the stu-

-

228

‘) -219-



dents are involved and attentive. '

~=-Always provide feedback to ‘answers th;t are not correct.
Feedback 6rdinar11§ should be prowided when answers are .
" correct, as well, except when it is ob§ious that studéntf

2 .o
know they have answered correctly. Here, it will sometimes

» ¢

be appropriate to omit feedback. X -

~-Se}ect students to answer questi&%s systematically, such
as going in order around the group. This insures that all )
students had% an opportuniiy to practice important skills.
~-Minimize call outs from students so that you can distribute
response opportunities as necessary. Sometimes, honever.'

jou may want to allow call outs to encourage interest or

pick up the pace. A signal can be devised to }n&icate

to the students when you will allow call outs. At other

times, however, they should be discouraged.

Dealing with Individual Learning Rates within the Group (Principles 13,14,
15, & 16) ’

This group o” principles had poor £m§1ementation by the treatment
group, and the regression data did not show relationships with achievement.
They suggested beﬁaviors that were probably unfamiliar to most of the,
kégcherQZ'and it seems likely that the brief explanation given in the
treatment material was insufficient to convince the teachers to try them.

Another possibility, of course, is that they were not appropriate for

.first-grade reading groups. Indeed, this set of suggestions was derived

primarily from materials produced for teaching in a bilingual kindergarten

) ) .
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setting where languaée learning is more important than reading per se.

In revising thé instrgcti&nal model for first-grade reading groups,
these principles would not be included, ;t least not in their present form.
However, work done with them in other settings (i.e., the silinsual kinder;
garten) indicated that.they,may be useful in some situations where there

is more of an émphasis on language learning.

Responding to Answers that are not Correct (Principles 17, 18, & 19)

. Principles in this section yielded many vgriébles i ordgf to tap

effeqts of type of question, relative effecgiveness of feedback, and stui;g:'.
ability level. As might be expected when such a determined effort is made

+

-

‘ to complicate matters, the results, although generally consistent, are
. * (8

© complex. .
These principles suggested that the teacher should provide feedback °
' \
to incorrect answers (or failures to respond), thus discouraging call outs

from ather students and not asking other students for the answer, and that

whenever posgible; this feedback should be sustaining, so that the original
student had opporiunities to improve his own answer by being asked simpler
questions. Implementation data for these principles demonstrated that,

as predicted, treatment teachers had a higher rate of use of s;staining
feedback, especially the category of clues. They asked other students

_for the answers fewer times, and they had fewer instances of other students
:calling out feedback. The two groups were very similar in having the
teacher give the correct 'answer to the student. The treatment teachers

were slightly more effective with their sustaining feedback, in terms of

it leading to a correct Interaction with the students, although this was
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not emphasized in the treatment 1tsg1f. It may be thgt the ;::>hnent teachers
“ expected more from sustaiﬁing feedback (beca;se of the rationale given in
the treatment and- because tﬁeir attention was focused on it) and therefore
J/ were working harder to see that it was effectivd.
The regression data generally match;d the implementation data, and
did suggest several ways in which the effects of different kinds of feed-
back are moderated by context. Generally, the higher the proportion of
sustaining feedback to terminal feedback, the greater the achicvement. ¢
However, all teacber;, including che most effective, used both sustaining
L and terminal feedback. Analyses of mure precise variables suggested that
appropriate use of feedback cannot be defined just.by these two categories,
but also mus£ include whfiher it”meets the students' need for information
about an answer, and whether it interrupts the pace of the lesson. These
results are compatible'bith-the treatment, in that teachers were encouraged
to use their Judgmegt ;bout when sustaining feedback was appropriate to a
question and when it w@uld fit the pace of the lesson. The data did suggest,
however, that improvement of incorregt answers or failures to respond
through sustaining feedback is a desirable thing, as was emphagized in the
treatment. |
There were many interactions between the feedbask variables and the
mean entering ability level of the classes. For example, an interaction
was found for call outs from other students, such that there were positive
relationships with achievement for lower ability classes, but negative
relationships éor higher ability classes. This behavior did not occur
very often; so these results did not indicate that high levels of called

out feedback were related to achicvement. The interaction is similar to

. -222- Vo




one found in other research (Broph; and Evertson, Note 1) and in the data
on group call outs, and is interpreted similarly. That ls, call outs may
mean different things in the two different types of classes.’ w1tﬁin lower
ability classes, they may represent students' enthusiasm and eage;ness.
whereas in higher ability classes, where lack of motIvation is not as likely’
to be é problem, they may represent a control problem.

Other tg§%awg£\feedback yilelded significant main effects. The tescher's

giving the answer was related to lower achievement, especially when it

followed failures to respond.. (However, all teachers did this some of the
time.) Two types of sustaining feedback, clue and give by clue, were
related to achievement. These results support the general conclusion that
sustaining feedback is advantageous much of the time. Teachers need to
help students brocess the information that will help them correct an error
or see the reason for it, and giving the student the answer and going on
to another question much of the time is not going to acconmplish this.

We expected to find some interactions with entering ability for these
variables, such that higher ability students would need less of the detailed
information offered by clueing feedback and could more often be helped
by the teacher.giving the answer to them. However, these interactlons were
not found, and the negative relationship for giving the answer was similarly
strong for both ability levels. The only interaction for ciueing feedback
was found when examining mistakes made during oral reading turns. Here,
in higher ability classes, it seemed better for the teacher to éimply prod
the student or wait for him to correct his mistake, rather than providing
clue feedback most of the time. However, in lower ability classes this

pattern was reversed. This was Iinterpreted as indicatine that lower



ability students‘at this grade level do, indeed, need more information to
correct an answer than is provided by simply repeating the question, whereas
higher ability studénts, given more time, may work through to the solution
more often.

However, this result might also indicate that the purpose of oral
reading turns within higher and lower ability classes is different. If the
students in these classes are reading at different le;els, énd if the higher
ability students were reading longer passages and focusing more on compre-
heasion, then the optimal feedback might be determined by what would be
netessary to keep the pace going. In this case, stopping to give clue feed-
back would digrupt the pace, although it would help the studeunt work throurh
the process of sounding out a’word. waitiﬂh a few seconds for.the student
to figure it out on his own might actually be a more efficient way of getting
the word read.

All teachers shpwed a tendency to give the answer to the student in
reading turns more often than in other situations, and this probably also
reflects pacing requiremenfg, in that giving the answer allowed the student
to move on without disrupting comprehension of the passage. When examined
only in reading turn interactions, giving the answer to the student was not
related to achievement at all, so that the negative relationship found over-
all for its use may not necessarily apply within readin: turns where the
pacing requirements are so different,

In the ori{ginal treatment manual, there was much discussion of how
the teacher must use her own judgment in selecting feedback strategies.
Mistinctions were drawn between the types of questions being asked, in

that some answers were obviously not amenable to sustaining feedback.

Q _ 994 - ') €3
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Distinctions were also drawn between different pacing speeds, in that in
rapid drills the teacher would be more likely to give an dnsvWer and move

on quickly. In 1evising these pringiples, the general rationale would

" remain the same, with teachers being encouraged to use sustaining feedback

.8 much.of the time as seemed appropriate, eapec1a11§ ghen'studenté failed
to ‘respond. The discussion of appropriateness of fe;dback should be expanded
slightly to consider the pacing requirements.of reading turns as well as
drills, since reading turns were more commcn than drills. There should
also be a discussion of how students of different ability levels will vary
in their dependency on th;'teacher for information about their mistakes.
In the original model, tpe description of the behaviot; involved &ere
generally adeqpate. since the implementation for this‘grouﬁ of principles
was good. .Therefore. they need 1;68 substantive revision than many others
in the treatment model. The only major change would be to eliminate the
discussion of asking other students for the answer. This was discouraged,
but ‘the regression analyses did not show that it was utdesirable. It should
be dis.ussed as one type of feedback that should be evaluated in the same
terms as the others. That is, does the student receive the necessary infor-
mation without undesirable effects (e.g., disruption of pace, student
embarrassment)?
The results support including the following in a revised model:

~~When students answer 1nco§r0ct1y or fafl to resfond,

the teacher's feedback is very imiortant. Many options

are apen to the teacher, and all will be appropriate at

varfous times. The (eacher must make a decisfou about

how to respond to the students, based on twoe considera-

3.?4
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tions: a) What information does the student need, and
how will he use 1t? b) How will the feedback affect the
overall pacing of the lesson, and how does that relate to

4

the lesson's obje;tivé§? .
The following princiﬁii‘nca; be'u;ed to answer these two questions:
¢ --Mogt of the time, it is better to provide sustaining
feedback to the student b& asking simpler questions
that lead him through the process in order\to correct
the answer himself, or by simply allowing ﬁim more time
¢ to correct without help. When using sustaining feedback,
the teacher should tailor it to the student by making
. it possible for him to answer the new question with the
information provided. .
--Sohetimes sustaining feedback will not be appropriate,
due to the type of question asked (it cannot be broken
down into simsler questions) or the pace desired by the
teacher (i.e., when students are reading a passage aloud
for comprehension purposes or when conducting a.fast-
paced drill; sustaining feedback would 1ntet£upt the pace
necegéary for the purpose of the lesson). When this is

the éase, the teacher siould provide the correct answer -
Rans

in some way, although sh«¢ should be careful that students

do not come to rely on this, especillly 1f students

frequently fail to respond.
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Responding to Correct Answers (Principle 20) . . .

“This principle emphasized that correct answers should be acknowledged
.and the teacher should make sure that all students héatd and understood
them. The instructional model suggested that teachers would occasionally

3

need to répeac an answer, or have it repeated'by the¢ students, and wou}d '
generq}ly want to provide some kind of feedbagk following' correct answer;.
v Neither the implementation nor the éegresaion dat; n;t.expectaiions.
The treatment teachers were QctuaLly less likely to use emphasis feedback
(repeating or hiving an answer repeated) pfter correct answers, and they
- were more likely to omit feedback after correct answers. The results
suggést that this principle may have focused the treanent teachers'
;ttention cn their behavior following a correct answer, but their own
judgment snggested a change in their behavior opposite to what was prediéted.
* ‘ The regression data indicated that the treatment teachers were using ’
good judgment. Although there.wére no relationships found for the use
| of emphasis feedback following correct answers, there were positive rela-
tionships wfih achievement for omissian of feedback after correct answers.
This occurred an average of less than 15X of the time, and no teachers
were omitting feedback most of the time. Although it cannot be determin;d
from the data, it may be that the correct answers that were not acknowledgei
were apparent to the students, so that they did not need the information
provided by teacher feedback. The teacher may have been omitting feedback
in these cases becauge stopping to provide feedback might have unnecessarily
jnterrupted the pace of the lesson. However, it is possible that omission

of feedback following correct answers is as much a reflection of the type

of questions asked, as of the teacher's feedback style. That is, perhaps

336
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the more effective teachers (who tended to-omit feedback more often) were
ilso ésking simpler questions'with obviously correct answers. T
In revising this grinciple, the di;cussi n shouid include the basic’
‘premisé that all studetns in the group should have heard and undarstood
the gnswer, but there ahould.be less emphasis placed on repeating the |
_answer. Perhaps it 1; more important that the teacher maintain the students'
attention on the lesson, so that repeating th?-answer is unnecessary. .
However, there was no Qvidence to indicate that repeating the answer is
an u;desiréble thing to do. Therefore, it could be discussed with teachers‘
as a8 useful technique to use some of the time. The principle should
théref;re be rewri;ten as follows: ) ‘
--Maintain the sfﬁdents' attehtioﬂ on individual responses
so th-* they will hear correct answers when given. If theé
teacher feels that other students did not'recognfi& the
answers as correct, she should do somethipg ;o focus their
attention on it.

- h

The discussion of this principle ‘of providing.feedback to all correct

Ry

answers should be léss absolute. The focus should be ﬁo:g,on times when
it is appropriate an& desirable'to omit feedback following correct answers.
As 18 the case with many of the principles,-apprdpriate use is dependent
to a great extent on the teafher knowing what information th; students

-

need in order to understand the skills being taught.

+

Praise and Criticism (Principles 21 & 22)

‘These principles suggested that praise be used moderately and with

discrimination. It was suggested in the treatment that both praise and
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. criticism should be very specific, so that students could know exactly

A

what it was about their behavior or answers that was desirable or undesir-

»

able. .

Implementation data for these principles showed that'thege wag some
treatmené'effect. but it was not strong. freatment teachers d4d use less
priisa and were slightly more apec1f£§ in the use of praise, but hﬂey

* were not specific very often.. There were no differgﬁcea between the two
groups in the level of criticism ofﬁered (although PrinéiplelZ? did not
acéually‘suggest'that tﬁ:;e'be more or less.criticism, only that.it be
more specific). There were no differencas between the two groups for -
specificity of criticism. | . . Lo~

The regression data match the implementation data for praise, in that
there were generally negati&e rélationahips with achievement f;i praise
and one curvilinear finding, indicating ghat a moderate amount of praise
‘was most effective; However, these results were not consisggntlx strong,

aml were found for only one of the tegt scores. There was €~poqit1ve rela-

tionship with achievement found for specificity of academic praise, but )

this algo was limited to one test score. ‘ ‘ | '4:;
Przlse was not specific very o}ten. Tndeed, less than 82 of'ail

interactions that ineluded praise were specific. Praise itself, however,

was more frequént. When nqggyrn 1nteraclions were examined separately,

. the range thit included praise was from 4% to 19%. Some teachers were
praising one out of every.five answers given by the students. For this
variable (i.e., nonturn 1nteraction§ that included praisé), relatfﬁnships
with both test scores suggested that those teachers at thg high end of

the scale (those offering praise almost 20% of the time) were achieving.
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less. Although it cannot be determined directly from the data, it ‘makes
sénse that such frequent use of praise may have skemed insincere and

&
" meaningless. Other research has suggested that frequent praise may indeed

represent very low expe;tations by the teacher, which are also reflected -
in less effort to encourage good performance (Brophy and Good, 1974;
Kleinfeld, 1975; Weinstein, 1976). That is, the teacher praises work

that is less than the student's best; because she did not expect any bettet
work. If such an attitude is related to frequenf use of praise, it is not

¢

'surpriéing that there are negative relationships with achievement.
There were no relationships with achievement Eor academic criticism,
It was rare, occurring in.less than 10% of all academic 1nteracfions.
However, when both academic and behavioral criticism were examired together,
there were signifjcant negative relationships with a;hievemgnt.\ This result
probably reflects the teachers who were overreactive and focusing too much
attention on student misbehaviors, probgbly because they had poor managerial
skills. When t;tal criticism (both academic and behavioral) Gﬁs examinéﬁ
for specificity, there were positive relationships wiih achievement, although
as with praise, there was little gpecificity (less than 10% of all criticism).
In revising Principles 21 and 22, we would retain the emphasis on a
moderate 3Q§ discriminating use of praise, with suggestions to be as specific
as possible with its use. The low levels of implementation of specific
praise, however, suggest that the treatment itself should be more precise,
expanding this discussion to include more examples, as was done with the

/ N
section on feedback.

»

* The discussion of criticism in the model should probably be expanded to

include more emphasis on preventive management, and to help teachers focus

o . . ) n
EBQI; ~230- <3 9



4

on the meaning of extreycly negative cycles of critical'reactions.to students.

Likewigse, the discqaéion of a;ecificity (1.0.. pointing out to the~§£ud¢nts

wvhat they should be doing instead of the ﬁisbehavior or incorrect answer) *

‘ should be expanded to provide more examples. o -
Therefore, the revised principles would read:

——Praise should be used in moderation and should be. as
specific as possible about what is being praise@. The
teacher should be careful not to overdo nonspecific
praise, especially if she finds herself responding auto-
matically witp praise_instead of responding to the answer
with NOt; informative feedback.

-~Criticism may be appropriate sometimes, although .

the teﬁpher-should be as specific as possible about

o muma—ey v o

- vhat desired alternatives are. Criticism of students'’
.behaviors may s&qetimes result in failure cycles in which
the criticism is not effective. Teachers should conceﬁ-

trate more on preventing m}sbehaviog; (by supplying enough °*
work to do easily, by consistently enforcing expectations
in clear informative ways, etc.), and remain aware of
the effects of .criticism when they do offer it. if it t
. does not have the’desitqd effect (changing the students’
.behavior), then the teacher should seek other solutions.

[

Time Usage ) #

Several variables were analyzed to see how teachers used ‘their reading

group time. Only one of these (rate of questions) was related to the
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treatment, so few differences were expected between the treatment and
control gioups. Some differences wege apparent, however, but most did not
relate to achievement. - -

<

The treatmént‘teachers did oE‘differ from the control teachers in
the amount of time spent in the 11 group leggon, or in the way that
tigm was used in different contexth. However, these measures were related
to achievement. The more time spgnt in the lesson, and especially the more
time spent in a format designed tA\E:fsedt questions to individual students
to .answer orally, the more the class as a whole aéﬁieved. This may be |
because there was‘moré public demonqpration of skills. Even thougﬁ each
atudént did not answer each question, he heard it.

The treatment teachers did differ from the control group in one way

that was reflected in the achievement data: more reading groups were seen

»

each morning (although there were no differenceq\ii\ffj,:szgge time spent

*
with each group). This might mean that the treatment tgachers were more

closely matching their instruction to abiliiy group level, but further
analyses are necessary to determine this. That is, more homogeﬁeogs Ftoups
(which would result in more groups in most classrooms) may be better.
H;wever, until such analyses are dope, this finding should not be the
basis for a prirciple. Data discussed in the next section demonstrated
that large classes had higher achievement. It may be that tﬁ§ larger
classes algo had the most groups, and that the number of groups reflects
this, rather than careful matching of students by ability level. Indeed,
there were no relationships with achievement for average group size.

There also were no relationships with achievement for the number of

~activities assigned to students during the reading group lesson. This

b

(,
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may not accurately reflect the amount of Eoll&é-up,work given to ths students
_to do, since the teacher may have made other assigmments Lefore the students
were seen in the group. Therefore, this variable may simply reflect teacher
style in giving assigmments, rather than the amount of seatwork assignéd to
‘the students. ,Treatment teachers did assign more activities in thg'group
than did control teachers, but this difference was not reflected in.the
achievement data.

Therefore, the time usage data suggest some principies that should'be
added to the instructional model, but they do not indicate Ehat the treat-
ment group and control group differed in ways that accounted for the tte;t~;
ment effect on achievement.

The following principles should be added to the model, based on these
data;

--Réading groups should b; betwgen 25 and 30 minutes long.
Tﬁe length w}ll depend on the attention level of the student,
which will vary by ability level and probably also by the
time of the.year and the context of the lesson.

--Up to one half of thé lesson time should be spent in a
formgt that allquws for teacher questions to 1pd1vidual
atudents, without the use of materials. Oral reading

and work in workbooks will sometimes be.appropriate, but
should not be used @o the exclusion of the questioning

— format. ’

3

curriculum Used and Content Covered

. There were differences between the control and treatment groups on

-
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the basal series used most often and in use of other commercial materials.
There were also differeﬁcos in the rate at whicﬂ students moved through
the material, with the'treatment‘reading groups moving at a sligétiy
faster pace. Some of these differences were also reflected in th:'analysis
vith achievemént scores, suggesting that part of the treatment effect may
have been due to curriculum and 6ther.factora not directly related to the

treatment.
Alth&ugh there were large hifference; between the treatment and coantrol

e groups on the choice of principal basal, there were'no main effects to
suggtst that one séries was uniformly better than another. Rowe&er, there
was a gignificant ir.teraction suggesting that one series, Economy, was
positively .related to achievement for reading groupgﬁthat started with
higher levels of reahiness, but was negatively relq}ed for lower ability
groups. Since more treatment than contfol reading groups.uaed Phe Economy
series, it is possible that at least part of éhe overall tregrment effect
({.e., greater adjusted achievement in treatment classroomsi was due to
greater use of the Economy series. However, -the absence of a wmain effect,
and the slightly negative relationship with achievement in lower ability
reading groups prevents clear cgnclusions about the effects.of the con-
founding of curriculum and treatment. However, the Economy.séries did
place greater emphasis on phonetic rules than the other series, and other

3& research (Chall, 1967) has indicated that phonics are important in begin-

7\7n1ng reading 1natr;ction. <:\\
\ ~7 1t is easier to interpret the data describing the amount'of content

covered. The teachers who exposed their reading groups to more of the

basal curriculum had higher adjusted achievement scores. The slopes for




L T

higher and lo;er ability 3roups were significantly different, although
overall thjre was a positive relationship. These results suggest that it
is important for the teacher to encourage the atudents to cover as nnch
fmaterial as possible, and that a faster pace may be relatively important
for higher ability groups. This is comparable to other research done with
elementary students (Brophy and Evertson, 1976; Good,‘Grouws, and Beckerman,
1978; Brophy and Evertson, Note 1).

The treotmeut did not discuss how fast content should be covered.
However, there were weakly significant differences between the treatment
and control reading étoups on these measures. Since thEse analyses were
condocted with an N of 66, the use of the .10 level of significance is not
: ao justified as it was with the analyses using an N of 20. Howéver, the
trend toward a higher level of significance should be noted. It is possible
that the treatment teachers pushed their students somewhat faster because
they were aware that their performance was being monitored and. because thoy
were expected to outperform the control group (i.e., there may have been
a Hawthorne effect that was not directly related to the content of the
treatment). It might also be that some components of the treatment made
it easier for the teachers to move somewhat faster through the boong:
However, in interpreting the overall treatment effect (i.e., the treatment
groups achieving more than the control grouos) the data on conteno coverage
must be considered.

In revising the imstructional model, one additional component should
be an emphasis on presenting materials to the stud~nts to ma;imize their
exposure to the skills. The data on time usagc supggest that one way to

do this would be to extend the reading group time. The suggestions made
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in the original treatment model, at least those that showed relaiionshipa
. ]

\ .
with achievement, are more likely to be useful when they occur in a setting

that makes 1t possible to resent-more to the students and insure that
* . p - p . ) . . c
they are attending to the information.‘\ . : .

Therefore, the following principle should be added:

-=Students shoulq_ﬁe.edégﬁraged to move quickly through
. the curricuium.if teachers desire to maximize achievfment

scores. The rate at which they are exposed to the .
curriculum will vary, depending on the ability level of
the students. However, rapid coverage of the curriculum
must include learning of the skills, not pag; coverage ‘
per se.

- . A3

Other Response Oppor tunity Categories

\
In addition to the parts of response opportunities that were most,

emphasized in the treatment (selection and feedback), the coding system
included descriptions of types of questions, level of answers, and some
additional categories of, feedback.

Types of questions. There were no differences betwegn the treatment

and control groups on the types of questions asked. Both groups asked

mostly word recognition question about 55% of the time, with the second

most frequent type of question being comprehension questions .(about 12%
of all questions on the average). :
There were some relationships with achievement for two categories of

questions that did not occur frequently. Word attack questions (the

students was asked about a letter or sound within a word) were positively

L4
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related tq achievement. Teachers who asked more word attack questions used

them about 15% of the time, compared to an average of 10% for all teachers.
It may be that use of such questions was also related to the curriculum
. used: since one series (Economy) had a sironger emphasis on phopetics.
However, use of shat series shoqéd an interaction with initial ability
- to affect achievement, rather than the linear effect shown for word attack

questions. Also, there were no differences between the two groups on

frequency of word attack questions, even though there wére differences in

use of that basal series. Therefore, at this point, question type cannot

be attributed directly to the choice of basal. (Further analyses may detect
A
such an influence.) '

\-.\

* »
There were negative relationships for personal questions, although
these did not occur often (the mean was 2%), and the result was probably

(3

due to a few teachers with outlying scores. 1t seems unlikely that using
personal questions such a small percentage of the time would relate to
achievement, although the results do suggest that this should not be
.yerdone. )

Since there were no differences between the control and treatment
groups on th; question variables, the treatment effect cannot be related
to these two findings. However, revisions of the model should probably

+ include a discussiﬁn of word attack questions, in that they may help the
student understand better how to apply phonetic rules when reading a word.
Earlier reading research (Chall, 1967) has suggested that phonics instruc-
tion should be included in early reading instruction, and this type of
question is likely to be a reflection ot such an vmphgsié.

[ 33

Level of answer. There were differences between the two groups for

b b s - —
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relative frequency of correct answers, and these differences vere reflected
in the regression data. Therefore, the overall treatment effect wmay have
been partially due to this factor, althongh‘fhis cannot Ye related girectly
to the treatment, except for no respongé.answer The treatment grotip had
a lower rate of failures to respond, and this can be related to fﬂe emphasgis
in the treatment on eliciting a response to every .« 2stion. iikewise, the
regression data supported this part of the treatmant: fewer failures to
respond were related to greater achievement.

Higher levels of correct answers were related to greater achievement,
although within a range in which some,;rtora occurred. That is, there was
no sﬁpport for errorless learning. These results were clearest when reading
turns were examined separately, indicating that oral reading should be
based on material that is easier for the student than ‘questions asked S;t
of turn. This makes sense, if the purpose of oral reading is to practice
skills other than word calling, such as reading with expression and for
comprehensjon. If the level of the material is too diffiéult, then more
attention must be paid to correcting single words at the expense of the
. mprehension process. However, in a different setting, such as a question-
answer exchange with the teacher, errors are apparently not a8 hindrance
to the purpose of the 1es§on, and indeed may be important for diagnosis
about the skills involved.

These results may be taken together with those describing appropriate

feedback to errors in order to define two contexts in which errors have

ditterent meanings and require different respouses from the teacher, both

in planuing and in cowducting the lesson. Oral reading may be viewed more
bros'ly ax an exercise in applying several separate skills for a larger
P

< f;?
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purpose, such as comprehension, and to build fluency and speed‘yhile doing
so. That 18, the purpose 1s one of coordinating several separate skills
that need to Se‘almost automatie fotr the coordination to‘take'place. It
makes sense, then, for this to occur at a level where the separate skills
(in this case, word calling) are not so difficult for the child that he
cannot coordinate them. It also makes sense for the teacher to provide
feedback to errors in a manner that does not interfere with the latger'
purpose of the exercise. The feedback data did not suggest an optimal
response to error- in turns as strongly as it diq for nonturn response
opportunities. Perhaps in reading turns (or any situation where the
purpose is to coordinate the application of several skills) thg type
of feedback is less important than the initial control of the error level
(1.e., the teacher should make sure that the gseparate skills can be used
easily in that exer:ci:se).‘~

This situation is very different from one where the focus is on
learning separate skills (such as applying a single pnonetic rule to
decode a word). In the First-grade Study, nonturn response opportunities
are examples of this: for nonturn response opportunities, there were mno
significant findings for error rate, while there were more important
rqlationships for the type of feedback tollowing e¢rrors. Perhaps, then,
in lessons {n which the purpose is to build skills before having to
coordinate them, the error rate is less important than what is done with
the errors (i.e., the type of feedback offered by the teacher) so long
as it 1s not too high.

There are no apparent reasons why the treatment group had higher

rates of correct answers than the control group, since this caunot be

J
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directly related to the treatment. As was discussed in' the section on

content coverage, the treatment teéchera also'noved their students through
the basal materials slighgly faster, and therefora can be described as

more challenging; even though the success rate vas higher. They were
apparently better ét designing instruction that balanced the right amounts

of challenge and success that would allow for easy progress. This might

have been due to pretreatment differences, or it might have been due to

a Hawthorne effect in that the teachers were “ingpired" to be better teachers.

The general tone of the treatment materials could have contributed to this,

"but the specific behaviors 15 the model are not directly relevant to the

find{ngs for error rate and challenge. In any case, a revised version of
the model should include-a discussion of error rate and how it is important.

Other types of feedback. The two additional types of feedback that

were examined yielded significant relationships with achievement, although

there were no group differences. Process feedback, in the form of an expla-

nation about how to get the answer, was an appropriate thing to do, although

it was not used extensively. It seemed especially useful aft;r incorrect .

answers. This can be related indirectly to the treatment, in that the

discussion of sustaining feedback in the instructiona} model emphasized

the students' understanding of the process necessary to correct an answer.
Therefore, additional information should be included in the part of

the model describing feedback to incorrect answers about offering explana-

tions occasionally when the students have not applied the process correctly.
Also, placing new questions to the same student who correctly answered

the previous one showed positive relationships with achievement, especially

after correct answers. Although they were not coded as such, most new
-
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queétions were related to the previous questions, so that they represent ) <:::.
- a kind of sustaining feedback, although not for the purpose of correciing
an error. Instead; they may serve the purpose of extending a }igs’qf ﬁhcught
throdgﬁ a series of qpestions to the same child. There were ébtvilingar
findings for some of the variabler describing new questions, which indicate
-that it should no bé overdone, probably because staying too long with one
student mav mean losing the attention of the others. ‘
Therefore; revisions of the model base& on the results of these ®ther
categories of response Qpportunity variables would include:
~-Include some questions that focus on werd attack skills,
up to -about 15% of the time. Be careful not to overdo

»
questions about personal experiences at the expense of

skill-related questions. ‘ .

. ~-§e artentive to the number of errors that students are
Va . .
{ making and how that affects the purpose of the particular "

lesson. If students are practicing skills that they should
know well, but are working on using them rapidly and smoothly.—}
then the material should be relatively simple. When students
are working on new skills and receiving frequent feedback

from the teacher, the difficulty level is not as important,
although most questions should elicit correct answers. When
errors do occur, apply the principles describing feedback

to incorrect answers. - "

--In general, feedback to any type of answer that emphasizes

the process to solution or the steps in a sequence will be

appropriate much of the time. The principles describing




sustaining feedback to errors are based on this premiee.,
Additional feedback techniques that are similar in purpoee
and which may be used on occaaion are proc 8 feedback, in

which the teacher explains to the students how to get an

answer, and asking a new question to the same student, to

extend a line of questioning to its logicaﬁ conelusion.

P ) Behavior Contacts '

This group of variables showed some differe .ces between the treatment
and contg?I groups, and also some relationships with'achievement that match
those differe;ces, although the ~orrespondence is not perfect.

Treatment teachers ®ad slightly fewer corrections than did control
teachers, althbugh the results were marginally significant in many cases.

LY :
Differences were eipecially apparent for 1nterruptiops to correct a student
out of the group: control teachers did this more. It is ggssible to relate
this to the treatment, since Principle 2 emphasized sitting to monitor the
rest of the class, although general management of the entire classroom was
not emphasized as such in the treatment model. Here again, there are dif-
ferences between the two groups that are open~to sevefal interpretations:
there might be a treatment eéfect, there might be a Hawthorne effect, or
the treatment* teachers might have been better managers to start with.

The frequency of behavior contacts, both within the group and to stu-
dents in the classroom, was negativél; related to achievement, supborting
the contention that classes {n which behavior problems are prevented will
achieve more. (dznorally. the absence of behavior contacts indicates the

absence of problems, although it is of course possible for a teacher to
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- ignore misbehaviét. in which case no behavior contacts would have been

recorded.) |

| The type of misbehavior was not ;elated in‘ény way'kb achievenent,
even when examined aa'cluater variables of distﬁptive vs. nondisryptive
behavior. Most beﬂaviors leading to correction within thg 3toup‘wete
nondisruptive (1.e., they involved single students being inattentive,

c e

misusing materials, etc.). ’ ' .
The results for teacher reactions to misbehavior hid not reveal dif- °

ferences between the treatment and con}rol groups, although there were

some relations with achievement. Teacher reactibﬁs tould be rated on‘a

scale of seveéity, ﬁ;op nonverbal intervention, to”a management sﬁStement,

to a warning statement, to criticism. It might be expected that more

severe statemént; would be negatively related to a;hiéaement, sincégthey .

might represent management problems. This was true for warnings, where

negative relationships were found. However, there were no ;:;nificqpﬁ

findings for criticism alone, Qlthoqgh this did noﬁ occur very often.

Teachers who responded to misbehaviors‘most.of-the time with irritation

(which would have been coded as warning) wefé probably those with the

most problems in managing the classréom and/or who overreacted to students,

which cduld dilute their credibil;ty. However, these differences in teacher

reactions were not reflected in the group differences as were the propor-

tions of misbehaviors. (Since «he treatment did not address this topic,

except to recommend that criticism be specific, no differences were expected.)
There were not extensive data collected on overall classroom management

since this was not emphasized in the model. However, these data supgest

that it {8 important, since the tecacher must be able to cdncentrate on

*
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instructing the students in the small group, and this involves maintaining
. their atteﬁtion as well as preventing interruptions from out ‘of the group.
. Also, it is likeiy that overall reading achievement depends not only on
the group insfruction, but also on the indeﬁendent work done while other
groups are being taught. Therefore, the teacher who establishes an atmo-
sphere in-which more can be accomplished by students working on their own
while she 1s with a group is likely to maximize their practice of skills
~ (and henéé, leatning)'in two different ways: through engagement in seatwork
and effective instruction 'in the group. )
.The revision of g_?rinciple desctibiﬁg use of cri:icism has alfeady
been discussed (see page 230) and is further supported by these data.
Another important principle can bdbe derivéd from the data désctiﬁlng
behavigtal coutgct;. . |
. --Stay aware of how medy of your cont;cis are behavioral .

-

in nature, and work to prevent misbehaviors so that more

»

of your attention may be focused on the lesson. There are two

places where this is important: with the students in the
. group, and with students at their seats. Minimize interrup-
tions of the group lesson to deal with out-of;gtoup matters.
Unfortunately, this is easier said than done, and to be effeccive
such a principle would have toxbe illustrated with specific s;ggeskions
' for improving management. Although the First-grade Study did not yield
such suggestions, fhe work of Kounin (1970) is a valuable source, and
‘other research prese?tly being conducted by'the authors may ptobide relevant
information here (Evertson and Aﬁderson. Note 9; Aaderson and Evertson,
Note 10). | \
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Discussion ‘ . '
" These results suggest a useful teaching style for smsll group instruc~
. tion in the early elementary ‘grades. Many points in the instructional modsl"
vere substantiated, and wany of the othet variables yielded sdditionsl infor-
" ‘mation. ' Taken together, the data presented a fairly cohesive picture of
the "effective first-grade resding group teacher." Some of the prineiples
embodied in the results may be applicsble in other primary-level clssses
for other subjects and other formats, but many of the specific techniques
that éxemplify the principles may be less spuropriate ina diffsrent context
(e.g., large group instruction, math instruction, third graders). For
example, the principle of providing many practice opportunities to students
who are learning basic tool skillg is probably important in many settings,
but the use of ordered turns to insure systematic selection of students
may be less appropriate with large groups or with a lesson where the content
is more predictable, especially with older students ;ho might indeed "tune
out" until their turn.

Even though'the appropriateness of specific techmiques will change
with the context, the value of the general principles is not negated.
Indeed, a useful approach to organizing research to use in teacher education
may be to identify the impottant major principles, such as those discussed
below, and then to describe for teachers the specific techniques and strat-
egles that will embody those principles in different settings. The
1nstructiona1 model used in this study was an attempt to do just that:
to begin with the principle that the teacher must manage the entire group

7/ \
while at the same time (and, in fact, in order to) provide attention to )

individuals within the group. Another underlying principle related to

Sind
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. this was that the teacher must elicit responses from students to allow them
. to practice skills being taught and ¥eceive immediate feedback before being

allowed to work on their owﬂ. The specific suggesti&ns for accomplishing
this were designed to Le appropriate to firat-gfade reading groups, an&
many of the results of the study.can be used to make them even more appro-

'priate in that setting. (For example, the origiﬁal model did.ﬁot emphasize
different pacing requirements of reading turns as opposed to questions asked
outside of tur?s, and yet the results suggest that this is an 1mporcg;:
factor to coﬁsidet in defining appropriate erroe rate and feedback.)

Patterns in the data. suggest that the following prin¢éiples are valuable -
and that. their implementation (in a manner appropriate to the specific
settiné) will foster student achieve;ent:

1) As other research has found (Rosenshine and Berliner, 19753
Good, et al., 1978), students achieve more when they were given greater ]
opportunity to learn. In this study, the more effective teachers spent
more time with the group and covered more content as a result. However,
no teacher met with rea&ing groupé an inordinately long time; for first
graders that would have been inappropriate. However, the teachers whose
students achieved more met with their groups for 30 minutes as opposed to
20 minutes a day. hlthougb measures of seatwork were not taken in this
study, it is likely that the careful matching of follow-up work is also

' important, with sufficient time being spent by the student to practice
skills to the point of fluency. There were indications that classes in
which students at their seats worked quietly and independently also achieved

more, which does suggest that time-on-task in follow-up activities is

also important.

A\
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2) It is important. that students be given oppartunities to practice

skills so that the teacher may monitor their understanding, provide feedback,

and adjust her teaching accordingly. Accomplishing this goal in first-.

grade reading groups involved several distinct skills. Pieventing misbe- . e
. ””
havior that could distract the teacher and other students was important, .

as was efficienf use of tim? within the gfoup. (For example, teachers

who were ready to start the lesson immediately, without needing to organize
materials br.to correct students, h;d higher scores.) Students sh;uld be
selected to respond in an efficient way, in order to insure that everyone
gets a chance to practice. Within first-grade reading groups, ordered
selection was often an effective technique to agcomﬁlish this purpose.

At least in the setting we studied, it was important that mo;: (although
not a115 of the questions asked to the studgnté resulted in correct an(étfs.
For students at th{s ;ée who are'learhing a skill th;t.mns become auto -
matic, a low rate of érrogb may be necessary to supply enough corééct
practice of the skills in order to internalize them. For students at
different ages aﬁd with different objectives, more or less difficult material
may be appropriate. Indeed, some research has fndicated that the optimal
difficulty levgl may depend on several factors, including learner aptitude
and motivation (Brophy apd Evertson, 1976; Crawford, Note 11).

-

3) The teacher should provide as much information as is appropriate

. about the structure of the skills involved, rather than focusing only on

memorized rules or labels. Positive results for several specific variables
supported this principle: a) using overviews (which presumably help ‘to
set the stage for the steps to follow); b) using sustaining feedback after

errors (which accomplishes two goals--the student receives practice at

‘25;6'
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auécessfully deriving the answer, and the sequential steps to\§he solution
are made obvious when the teacher gives the clugo to help brcai down the
queetioﬁ); c) providing process feedback (so that an exélanation of the
steps is provided by the teacher); d) occasionally a?king new questions
‘(that generally are related to the preceding one, 8o tha£ the same student
is following up on his or ﬁer earlier answers); e) being specific when |
offeting praise and criticism (high-lighting behaviors of interest).
Teachers who use such techniques some of the time may be helping ‘
the students focué on‘themrelevant aspects of the problem solving process.
However, the data indicate that these techniques are often not appropriate
when they are overused and when they could interrupt ih; pace of the lesson

(with these data, especially with oral reading turns). When the pace is

broken, the immediate objective of the lesson may be lost (as. for example,

when the purpose is to comprehend the'pasaage),(or the other students‘

attention ﬁay wander, in which case time-consuming behavior problems may
result. ‘Such techniques as listed above wil% probably be more or“lesa
appropriate in apy setting, depending on how easily the teacher can work
them into the lesson and how important it is that studgnts see the sequence
.behind s;iutions. |

4) Underlying all of the other principles, and making it possible
to implemoné them in instruction, must be good overall classroom management.
In the well-managed classroom, studentg follow efficient routines for
(accomplishing daily tasks, and there is a calm, pleasant environmené in
which all students gay work without distraction. This means'that the
;eachvr prevents behavior problems, and that the students concentrate on

the academic tasks. In this study, evidence of good management in the
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more effective tedchers' classes was found for such vati?blea'as transition
time and fewer behavior corrections. Indeed, these teachers had implemented
an effective management structure that ﬁade it possible to accomplish other
goals, sqph as extended readins‘groups, moré'content covered, and greater
student participation.. Much information is being generated currently about
how teachers may\ estab}ish smoothly running classrooms. The growing bpdy
of research now makes { ’possible to attempt.to change teacher managerial
behaviors through' efforts such as the present study (Kounin, 1970:‘Brophy
and Putnam, in press; Evertson and Anderson, Note 95 Anderson and Evértson,
Note 10). .
| The findings from the First-grade Study are in line'yitg the concept
of "direct instruction” espoused by Rosenshine and others (1976; Rosenshine
and Berliner, 1978). These data provide specific information about strat-
egies for implementing direct instruction in one setting--reading groupé
-.in first grade. Research conducted in other settings will help to distinguish'
further the specific requirements of the setting from the general prihgiples
zhat'apply to a large population of learners and.objectives. Through this
kind of systemétic approach to identifying process-product relationships,

L4

and then through experimental efforts such as the First-grade Study and

others discussed in thé next section, the knowledge base about effective

teaching will become a practical and valid source of information and

direction for the training and continued education of teachers.
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.Chapter 6: Suggestions for Future Experimental Studies of Teaching

7he Firat-grade Study was successful in meeting many of its objectives.
Teachers in the treatment group did use parts of the 1nstructional model,
and at least part of the achievement differences can be related to the model.
As described in Chapter 5, the process-outcome relationsﬁips supported many
of the instrﬁctional principles around which the treatment was built.“

On a{?roader level, we believe that the results of this study support

Ry

the efficacy of process-product research in the classroom, and the utility

of expe;imental studies that attempt to modify teachers' behavior while
substantiéting earlier researchﬁfgﬁﬂipgs. Through such efforts, classroom
regsearchers are able to see finéings translated into practice while validating

the original results and ngining prescriptive principles to include the
"exceptions to the rule." et ‘

In order for validation and refinement to occur, the process of applyihé
research findings must be conducted &nd evaluated carefully. Tﬁia means
that an experimental paradigm must be developed for use by élassroom
regearchers that provides both rigor and relevance. Although an experimental
approach is certainly not new to educational researchers, .most experimental
work with instructional variables has relied ou artificial settings or
controls within classrooms that isolated variables of interest. Such am
approaéh allows experimental 'rigor, but lacks the flavor of the real-world
setting of the classroom. The results are not generalizable, and therefore
are not. usable by practitioners. ]
However; using the natural setting of the classroom means that an

experimenter must deal with many real-world constraints outside his or

her control. Because of the complexity of a classroom, an experimental

R4
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study that does not control or accounp for important factors may raise more

questions than it answers. - '
This, then, is the dilemma facing the élassroom researcher who wishes

to conduct experimental studies: ther« must be a compromise between rigor

and relevance. The experimenter must maintain the “ecological *validity"

4 .

of the setting and also maintain control of or account for factors that
affect teacher.behaviofs and student outcome.

The prospect of juggiing,these two priorities is not as grim as it
might'seem at first glance. At this point, three large-scale studies have
been reasonably successful in attaining this compromise and influencing
both teacher behaviors and student outcomes. (In additioﬁ to the First-

grade.Study, see Good and Grouws, Note 8, and the work of Gage, Crawford,

and assocfates, Note 1%,) By drawing on the experiences of these resasarchers,

‘several suggestions can be made about experimental design. Brophy (Note 13)

made some of these' as reviewed below, and other suggestions became apparent
while reviewing the data from the First-grade Study. Therefore, the following
sections offer a retrospective view of how to design an experimental study

of effective teaching. .

?&ft_i.n.t._a,i.r_r.i_l!a,.t}z}; Egcological Validity of the Classroom in an Experimental Study
The purpose of an experimental study in a classroom setting is to intlu-
ence teachers to adopt the behaviors and principles defiued in a treatment.
GCenerally, the treatment is a compilation of earlier research on effective
teaching and typically suggest strategics for dealing with routine sftua-

L
tions and Jdecisions. This focus on the tvplical requirebents of classroom

]
life is not fortuitous. Research on effective teaching has demonstrated
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that gtrategies {g;:ggg;igk with "typical” situations differentiate mﬁre

and less cffective teachers. Examples are: arranging students for instruc-

tion, sequencing and pacing lessons, selecting students to answer, responding
to student answers, scheduling instructiona} activities, and creating and
maintaining order. Research has demonstrated that teachers' performance

of such tasks has effects on student outcomes. Since teachers expend mos:

of their time and energy in daily, routine decisions and tasks, efforts at
improving their performance in these areas is likely to have payoff by
affecting those student outcomes most closely gssociated with the teaching
tasks.

The Content of the Treatment

Therefore, one of the most important considerations in the design of
an experimental study is the content of the treatment--what it is that the
teacher is supposed to do. If teachers are to implement the suggesfions
in the course of their regular instruction, the treatment must convince
thew to do so as effectivel: as possible., Doyle and Ponder (1977) suggested
that the "practicality ethic"” determines whether or not teachers will effec-
tiveiv use advice. Practicality depends on three qualities: 1t must be opera-
tional (easfly translated into behavior); it must be congruemnt with th-
teacher's own tole detinition; and it must be efficient in terms of the
teacher's cost and time. These three suggestions imply that a treatment
will be implemented most easily when it is specific in terms ;i routin.

teachior belaviors, and when it provides a rationale that effectively relates

the dviors to the teacher's goals of instructing the students. Also,
the . haviots wust et make extensive demands on the teacher's time and
i v, croat Teast none that are not compensated for ir some way. (0f
P ¥
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course, an adequate rationale that convintes teachers of the validity of
the treatment often will be sufficient to justify extra effort on their
part.) .

1s is possible to influence more drastic change in teachers' behaviors,
but it seems obvious that treatments that do not offer extensive support
and compensation in terms of time and energy will not lead to adoption of
novel or complex behaviors. Therefore, suggestions that are difficult to
incorporate into the teacher's daily routine are not likely to be implemented
easily. However, as the present study and the other experimental classroom
studies have demonstrated, changes in student outcome may be influenced by
treatments that are limired.to familiar teaching tasks and that focus on
the prineiples defining successful strategies for fulfilling those tasks.
Such treatments offer more hope for effecting improvements in instruction
and learning than more radical innovations that do not have an adequate
research basis (such as changing to individualizéd asslignments for each
child or movement to open classrooms, for example).

In summary of this first point, the content of a successful treatment
must reflect the teacher's understanding of the dajly demands of the class-
room in order for him or her to implement it thoroughly. Evaluation of
a treatment depends on Its being implemented, and so the classroom researcher
mu develop treatments that are likely to be implemented if the hypotheses
are to be tested. The research base on teaching effectiveness contains
many data that meet this requirement. Studies based on these data have
Yeen successful in influencing student out.ome through teacher utilization

uf the suppesticns about routine teaching tasks,

Xy
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Clustering of Specific Suggestions

1

However, if we require that a treatment be operational and reasonable
in terms of routine classroom tasks, another problem 1mmediate}y arises.

The treatment must be specific enough to allow translation into actual be-
havior, but there are inhefgnt difficulties with very specif{c advice.
Specific suggestions must be imbedded within larger principles, since no
isolated behavior can be appropriate all of the time. However, it is not
possible or desirable to list all possible situations and the variables
defining appropriateness in them. ' .

Therefore, a more reasonable approach to treatment design is to identify
general principles of effective instruction and to cluster specific strat-
egies under each. The specific strategies then serve as examples of the
larger principle, and may themselves be organized a}ound familfar teaching
tasks and settings. When treatments are communicated in this way, the
suggestions about particular techniqués are imbedded in contexts and supported
by rationales that can be discussed in common sense terms.

The following lists suggest categories th&t might be useful in organizing
a treatment. Included are general princip{gs of effective instruction that
are supported by research; settings and contexts in which teachers function,
and which may require different techniques according to the demands of the
setting; and the teaching tasks that are regularly performed in almost any
sotting. Specific suggestions about techniques (such as use of ordered
turns and sustaining feedback) can be organized by teaching tasks, with
their appropriate use being a function of the setting demands and constraints.
The rationale underlying,their use is provided by the larger principle,.

The following lists are not intended to be complete, but ouly to serve as

2(}3
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exappleé. There are, of course, other frameworks for discussing classroom
activities and teaching strategies. For another example, see Good and
Power (1976).

Principles of Effective Instruction

1. Achievement of content will depend on the learner's engaged

time on tasks related to that content,

la. Students need sufficient opportunities to practice components of

complex skills and receive feedback on their performance.
2. 1In order for a teacher to be an effective instructor, there

must be good classroom management that prevents many problems

(;nd ninimizes distractions and interruptions of task-related

activities.
e

Settings and Contexts in which Teaching Tasks are Per formed

Settings which teachers may choose:

1. Arrangement of students (whole-class, small~-group, individual
students working with the teacher, individual students.working
independently).

2. Nature of group (members very similar or dissimilar in abilities
and backgrounds) .

3. Lessons with different ubjectives'(e.g., presentation of new
material vs. practice of new material vs. review of old material:
learning of facts and labels vs. learning skills that require

coordination and integration of facts and principles).

- — 32 el ctirni 44 S

4. Student characteristics (classes with students who are unusually
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: low or high in ability and readiness skills, motivation).

5. Class size (large §s. small).

6. Time of year (beginning of year ys; later in year).

7. Time of day (morning vs. afternoon).

8. Type of classroom (large vs. ;mall. open vs. self-contained).

. Teaching Tasks N .

- ¢

1. Arranging students for imstruction, scheduling instructional ac~
tivities, starting and ending transitions bet;een acttyities.

2. Explaining new content, assigning work, selection of student |
activities for practice ‘of new content. .

3. Selecting students to answer questions, asking’queati;ns, respond~

&

ing tc student answe}g.
4, Establishing and presenting rules and procedur;s, correcting

misbehaviors, monitoring student behavior..
It is probably not possible (or desirable) tﬁ create.tieatments fhat )
include suggestions under all or even several coﬁbinationé of categories,
unless the tréutment program is to be a long-term effort (such as a sequence
of skills presentéd during the years of internship and induction into
teaching, or an ongoing inservice program). Even if a treatment addresses
only a few combinaticns of principles, settings, and tasks, an overall
framework is valuable because it lends necessary perspective to an ex-mina-
tion of the separate components of effective teaching.

As an example of howisuch catepories could be used to cluster points
in a treatment, consider the suggestions in the First-grade Study treatment

about selection and feedback techniques.

PRINCIPLE: Students need sufficient opportunities to practice
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SETTqu:

TASKS :

-

components of complex skills and receive feedback on

their performance.
i

The teachér is re§ponaib1e for ﬁresenping nev phonetics
rules to first-grade students. The studeﬁ;s have

been placed in a small group. The teacher's purposes
are to present the new ryles and to determine that

the students can apply it with.the'worde she will

use in the lesson. (T

In order to determine that the students have learned
the r&le, the teacher will ask them iuestions and

-

correct them if they'nake'errprs.

SUGGESTED TECHNIQUE: Selection. Select students

by going around the group in order. . This wili ins;re
that there is equal opportunity for practice, and it
will help control problems with call outs and ovetéi
enthusiastic studenis dominating the action.

CAUTION: Be careful that the students are not
“tuning out" when it is not their turn. If this
occurs, then the overall objective of maximizing
individual attention to and practice with the skills

is not being met.

[

SUGGESTED TECHNIQUE: teedback to incorrent answers.

Help the child derive the correct answer himself by

Yo /
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asking a sgries of questions that simplify the problem
and focus the child on the Jequence to follow. If
this ie not successful, give the child the answer agd '
move on. 'Occasionally,~éescr£be the sequence that
> must be followed to derive ghk.answer.
CAUTION: Be careful that the attention of othér
students is not lost because of ‘too much time s;zﬁt
in working with cne student. Don't let the overall
pace suffer. Also be careful tha; tﬁe simplified
questions do not become "pointless pumping”, which
émbarra;s the student,‘thus defeati;; the purpose of
provi&ing ;uccessful practice with.the skill.
Obviously, when the purpose of the lessom or the setting is very
different, the tasks will remain the saqe. although the techniques suggested
above will be appropriate less often. For eiample, if the teacher chose
to present a fast-pa;ed drill to check_fgr rapid recognition of sight
vocabulary words, then frequent use of sus}aining feedvack would disrupt
the pace. When students are reading aloud for the purpose of story com- '+
prehension. staining feedback would again bg inappropriate much of the %
time, because the contiauity of the passage would be lost while the teacher
and student ‘orked on a single word. If the use of ordered turns resulted
in less attention than desired, the teacher might want to vary the sejec-
tion techniques. The immediate objectives are to distribute practice op-
portunities fairly, and minimize problems with over-enthusiastic students
who might "upstage" more reticent students who also nced to interact with

the tearher. Many teachers have found that ordered turns are useful in

N
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achieving these objectives in this setting, but other types of selection
mayyfulfill the same purposes.

L]

The purpose of presenting suggestions in this way is to help teachera
choose among alternative strategies according to a rationale that defines
appropriateness. That is, the purpose of "treating" teachers is not to
fotee them.to use a specific technique every time it is possible, but
instead to optimizeluse of several techn%ques or strategies--using them
when appropriate and avoiding theit use when inappropriate. Training
teachers to make such decisions! requires a conceptual framework with which
they may examine their classroom tasks along with a rationale that explains
why certain strategies are or "are not effective in various settings.

The implications of this for treatment design are that specific sug-
gestions must be placed within a meaningful framework. This is an important
part of meeting the first objeetive of classroom experimental design:
maintaining ecological validity. Teachets daily make thousands of deci-
sions about the tasks listed above and no treatment, no matter how thorough,

4
will replace the teacher's use of his or her own best judgment.

Maintaining Experimental Control in a Classroom Setting

.Although the most difficult part of designing an experimental program
will ‘be the development of the treatment, it is eqyally important to set
up the study to maintain experimental control. Otherwise, the content of
the treatment can not be evaluated. In the traditional sense, "expetvimental
control" implies ,elimination of any contaminating or modifying influences,
so that the treatment is the only possible explanation for differences

between experimental and control groups. It is not possible to maintain
Dy
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control in this’ seti;e in claasr’oon; studies. Therefore, it is important to,
establish as much control as possible through 1n1t1:al selection of subjects
and matching of groups, and then to closely monitor other factors that

may have important effects on outcomes. In these ways, control 13 exerted
either through initial assignment or with statistical techniques. Examples
of influential factors that should be controlled are given in the points
belbw, which discuss Bc;me procedures that should be considered ‘by classroom
researchers who co.nduct experimental studies.

+ 1. Information on classroom processes and chax?acterist:los should be °
collected bef:)re the treatment is applied. In tl:x:ls viay,' one may insure
that; treatment and control groups are equivalent in :lmportant.ways before
the treatment is introduced. Measurement of preexisting differences may
allow formation df equivalent treatment groups, especially if a large‘r
initial sample -i/s available than will be used in the actual data collection.
Some of the dimensions on which classes will diff.er and which hav‘e been
shown to influence student outcome are student ability level and background,
teacher managerial effectiveness, school policies on éllocacion of time,
curriculum and materials, and pacing of content.

These pretreatment measures of the tréat:ment and control groups
were not taken in the First-grade Study. Conse'(;uent;.y, some of the group
differences on classroom process scores could not be explained. This
meant that many questions were left unanswered about possible expectancy
effects and preexisting differences, and therefore,. the full impact of "
the treatment could not be determined.

2. Data should be collected to describe the actual level 51' imple-

mentation of behaviors and principles described in the treatment in both

-~
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the treatment and‘coqfrol groups. Other research has demonstrated that the
effects of an innovation may be most easil& explained by measuring the
actual 1mp1ementa'tiot.x, rather than by assuming differences between the
treatment and control groups (Hall and Loucks, 1977). Not all treatment
teachers will implement to the same degree, and some control teachers

will demonstrate high natural levels of use of the techniques or principles
beipg exaﬁined.. This lattér possibility.is especially likely when the‘
treatment is based on studies .of efféctive teachers. Some teachers in a

. control group will already be using strategies that are associated with
effective teaching. I1f the treatment is to be fully evaluated, then the
actual extent of use by all teachers must be known.

Researchers should also examine alternative strategies to those
described ik the treatment, and should measure other factors that might
influence outcome, a8 described under the first point above.‘ Even ff
these wére measured at the beginning of ghe study in order to form equi-
Qalent groups, it is important to note changes and development over time.
(For-example, management strategies that are effective at the beginning
of the year may not be equally effective later in the year.) Also,
some important variables can only be evaluated at the end of the study
or school Qear, such as total amount §f content covered. .

3. Mecasures of short-term outcomes should aisuo be taken. In this
way, short-term effects of the treatment may be detected. Thi; will be-
importaﬁ? if the treatment has an effect that is different from that
- expected by the researcher. For example, in the First-grade Study, we
suggested that transitions could be made more effective by using standard

signals to notify the students. ~We found that most teachers, including
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control.teacherga did thi‘. and so there was no group difference in igple-
mentation of that prir iple. Neither was there a8 relatio;zhip with out-

come due to the restricted vq;iance. (This .did not- indicate that the
principle was invalid, bu* th§t it represented a very common behavior.)
However, therg were differences between the groups for the efficigncy’of
transitions (with the treatment group having shorter, smoother ones.)
Since there were no measures of p;eexisting differencés. we can ﬁot rule
oué the possibility that the treatment teachers had smoother transitions
to begin with. Howevef. an alternative explanation is that the treatment
may have caused the teachers to focus on the;r transitions‘#nd.work harder
to m;ke them more efficient, even though the strategies given in the
treatment were obviousi; not ones that made a difference. However, the
short-term.outcome measure (efficiency of transitioms), grovided support
for an alternative explanation of treatment effects: increasing awareness’
. of need leads to improved behavior, regardless of specific suggesti;;s.

Another advantage of measuring short-term outcomes is that their
relationship to long-term outcomes (such as studgnt achievement).will
make it clearer why the long-term outcomes are related to the specific
teacher behaviors (that presumably led to the short-term outcomes). Also,
by including immediate effects of teacher behaviors, the researcher may ‘
be better able to d}stinguish true effects of treatment content from
Hawthorne effects (discussed in the next point) that miggt influence
long~term outcomes.

4. There is always the possibility that treatment teachers will

outperform those in a control group simply because of the special atten-

tion and/or the expectations of better perfo#&dﬁce communicated to them

‘.



. "

(e.g., "We think that this treatment will make you a8 better teacher").
Therefore, any apparent trgajrent effgct must be related t; the actual
content of the treatment, rather°than to heightened expectations for success
with the a;companying extra effort to fulfill tpe prophecy. Otherwise,

the principles in thé treatment ha&é not really been tested, and the pos-
sibility of Hawthorne or expectancy effects must be considered.

However, each of the experimental studies have utilized designs that
allowed the researchers té-sort out the effects of treatment content from
other factors, although none of the studies excluded all possible factors.
Good and Grouws (Note 8) tried to heighten an expectancy effect by informing
his control group that their performance would be evaluated‘affer a feﬁr
months, at which time they would be givén feedback‘along with the treatment
that was supplied to the other teachers. Although the student achievement
in this éroup was improved, there was a'greater change in classes where
teachers had been given the specific treaément. It was concluded that
the treatment had a positive effect that could be distinguished from the
effects of the encouragement given the control group. Gage, Crawford,
and associates (Noie 12) utilized two treatment groups with differing levels
of information provided to them. The minimal group received the written
information and one presentation‘by the experimenter; (similar to the
First-grade Stucy's treatment), and.the maximal treatment group received
feedback and extra encouragement. Differences between these two treat-
ment groups can be interpreted as effects of treatment strength. In the
First-grade Study. two treatment groups were also utilized to ascertain

the effects of observation on outcome when a treatment was given. It

was expected that the observed group would follow the treatment model

-
~
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more closely and might try harder to. do well because of the frequent ob-
servation. (This design would have been more effective if a comparable
unobserved-control group had also been included for examination of student

outcomes.) ' d

Although it has not been utilized, there is another design that could
.serve to séparate Hawthorne from content of treatment effects. This would
include two treatments, focusing on differe;t but important aspects of
teaching. Each group would receive the same amount of information regarding
its own treatment and the same expectatioﬁs for success. Ea;h would be
observed to dete;mine implementation of its own treatmeﬁt, as well as
behavior in other aspec;s’of teaching. If the tresatment content was truly
resbgnsible for changes in behavior and outcomes, theh the two groups would
differ for those behaviors emphasized in their particular treatments. )
For example,.dne treatméht could‘focus on reading group management, while
another focused on managing whole class lessons. In the first treatment,
one would expect to findi;mproved teaching in‘reading groups, but not in
whole class instruction ;nless the treatment was haviﬁg a more generalized
.effect. In the second group, the most evident changes in behavior should
be in the area of whole ciass lessons. However, if both groups showed
improvement in several areas of teaching, and the teachers were not neces-
sarily stronger in the area specified by their treatment, then one could
conclude that Hawchorne or expectancy effects may have been opérating.

Ar: additf 1al advantage of this design would be the opportunity to examine
generalized use of specific suggestions in other settings.

In sumiary, by utilizing designs that vary the expectations conveyed

and the amount and type of information given to the teachers, it may be
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possible td” separate the effects of actual treatment content from other
effects on teacher performance. " An additional advantage of such designs
is that future decisions can be made on the basis of cost-effectiveness.
For example, if a mini&al treatment 1s as effective as a more extensive
(and expensive) treatment in leading to a desired outcome, then the minima}
treatment could be more easily exported to other users, such as staff
developers, teachér educators, etc.
_ 5. It is also.aesirable to determine any effects of teacher charac~
teristiqs and ability. 1t is possible, and indeed likely, that one level
of treatment may be effective with Qne teacher and not with another because
of tﬂe teachers' experience, aptitude, and entering skills. Although no
attempts were made to measure such teacher tr;its in the First-grade Study,
the other tw6 studies included such measures, and both found that teacher
characteristics were important predictors of student outcome, either in
interaction with or independent of the treatment.

6. It is also important to consider setting characteristics. As was

discussed in the first section of this chapter, the content of the treat-

ment will be valid only as long as it recognizes the many contexts in which

teachers must act. These setting variables 'must be considered jn evaluating

the implementation and effects of a treatment. For example, in the First-
grade Study, there were important differences in implementation of certain

strétegics depending in the kind of lesson being taught--whether it was

»
¢

a question-answer sesscn, a lesson involving writing in workbuoks or work-
sheets, or a lesson involving oral reading. Although the treatment did
not mention the different requirements of these types of lessons, the

teachers utilized the principles diffvrvntly fn them, In many cases,

ar
‘aly
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when implementation scores were examined, there were significant context-

treatment interactions: the treatment group was different from the control

sroup in one lesson context but not in another (Anderson, et al, Note 5).

These interactions were sensible: generally the treatment teachers did

not utilize a technique that wo:ld have been inappropriate for the pacing

requirements of the setting, although the rould use that technique more

' than the control teache.s in a setting in which it was appropriate and

. useful. It is jmportant to note that, although some contextual distinc-
tions were built into the treatment (especially about types of feedback) ,
Jeason format was not. However, the observation instrument included much
fnfarsatior not clearlv iinked to the treatment in the hopes that other key
f o tors weuld besome obvious. In this case, lesson context emerged as an

i~port ot consfderation, especially the difference between reading turns

ot gueest ion asked out of turn.

Conclusion

obviously, it s difficult to plan and conduct a study that includes
11 eof the above suggestions, However, ihe points discussed should be
connidersl in stigning and evaluating a trecatment, both in terms of 1its
¢iterte on teacher behaviors as well as on shori- and long-term student

X SRR METRL M

e [t dreade of classraom tesearch has provided a body of informa-

Pret that a1ies it pessible to create velevant treatment models that can

e e b teachers. More sophisticated ways o organizing and analyzing

LR CTEE T S fnctudinge sultiple regtession techniques, make it
Loeieitle o e amine sany simultancous eftects on ¢lassrooms. By taking
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L
. advantage of knowledge in each of these areas, classroom researchers who
are determined to see their results translated inro practice can do so
through treatments and experimental designs characterized by the points
‘described above. Such designs, along with continued desériptivé and cor-
relational research, will yield a more complete picture of what works

in classrooms, when it works, why it works, and how to make it happen.
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“Appendix A

AN INSTRUCTIONAL MODEL FOR FIRST GRADE READING GROUPS

. 2

To the teachers:

This is a description of a system for s@all group Instruction of
young chlldren (in this case for first graders In reading groups.) It does
rot discuss content or materials, but It provides guidelines for teacher
management of reading group instruction. It Is hoped that the systematic
use of these principles will improve the planning and conduct of-readlng
group sessions and benefit the children. A major undsrlying rationale for
+he system Is that each child should recelve as much Individualized Instruc-

-Sbﬁlon as Is possible in a group setting.

The principles discussed In the following pages flow from both exper-
tence and research involving teachers and young children In small groups.
By combining them into an organized system to be used in the classroom,
much more Information can be gained about how to best teach smal: groups of
young children. .

The purposes of this project are f§ bring these principles Togather into
a workable system and to teach teachers to use them if they ars not already
doing so. (fou may recognize many of the principles as techniques which yo-
already use.) After asking you to incorporate these suggestions into our
teaching, we will examine the results in order to further evaluate the sysiem
and the principles. Thase findings then could be used in teacher education .
and teacher in.ervice programs If they show that certain techniques make a é}ffcr-
ence in children's learning.

You probably will find that many of the principles are more applicable
at one timo than another, dependina upon which children you are teachina and

what kind o7 lesson you are presenting. We have tried to provide a general




Y |

.

overviow that can be adaptedto the many different lessons and types of
children with which the first grade reading teacher must deal. There Is
2 speclal emphasis on dealing with shy, lmpulélve, and inattentive children
and problems such as wrong answers and fal lures to respond. lj Is hoped
uﬁa? dealing with such situations In the suggested ways will make reading
a more pleasant and productive exparience for both the teacher and the children.
Your role in the study is canfrél, because application of these principles
involves teacher Judgment based upon knowledge of individual children's needs
as well as a feel for the group's.needs. Specific examples have been provided
but are not meant tu serve as absolute prescriptions, Rather, we ask that
t+he teacher learn the general principles, and then use them according to her
best Judgment about the situation and the chi ldren involved. |
Please read the material and study it until you are comfortable with it
and feel that you could conduct a reading group accordingly. A meeting will
be scheduled at - our school to discuss any questions and comments. There witl
be a short test administered at the end of the meeting to assure understand-
Ing of the principles. Any areas of misundestanding that show up on the test
will be discussed again, so that both you as a teacher and we as researchers

can reach mutual satisfaction and agreement about procedures.

wéfé}
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INTRODUCT 10N

The Instructional mode!l 1s based on two general principles concerning
children's learning In small groups:

. it Is desirable to have a balance boetween a.) an efficlent group
sfruc%ure In which the pace is rapid enough to maintaln interest and attention,
and b.) a group structure which helps the teacher to make sure that learning
Is taking place for every child.

2., 1t also is des{rable that children learn to respond to every teacﬁe.

question, but without feeling anxious about having to make a response.

Accomplishing elther of these goals requires teacher judgment at many
points In the leébon. How fast shou!d questions be paced to keep attention
and yet not lose anyone? How long can you walt for a response from an individual
without losing the attention of the rest of the group? When should you‘end a
child's response opportunity if he might know the answer but seems afraid to
say anything? How long should a child be urged to respond before such encour-
agement creates embarrassment and anxioty?

Speclfic answers to these questions cannot be prepared in advance, since
t+he situation Is different for every child and every question, However, the
system of principles outlined below can bo used as a frame?ork within which
the teacher, who knows the children, can make decisions,

The principles are presented below in a brief list., In the next section
they are discussed ia gheater detall? along with the rationales and background
information related to them. The system is divided int. two major components: .
1) organization and mangement; and 2) teacher responses to children's answers.

In order to avoid confusion of pronouns, "she" will be used *o refer to

the teacher and "he" will refer to the studont,

‘38 1
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OVERVIEW OF THE PRINCIPLES

. _ORGANLZATJON AND MANAGEMENT \ : -

GETTING THE CHILDREN'S ATTENTION
I. The teacher gets everyone's attention before starting the lesson.
2. The children sit with thelr backs to the rest of the class while the

+

teacher faces the class.

INTRODUCING THE LESSON
3. The teacher introduces the lesson with a brief overview.
4. The teacher presents new words clearly.
5. After presenting new wofds, the teacher has the children repeat them.

6. A demonstration or explanation precedes the children's attempts to

do the work.

- CALLING ON CH!LDREN

7. The teacher should work with onc chii. at a time, so that everyoneils
checked and receives feedback.

8. The teacher should call on children in order rather than randomly.

9, Occasionally the teacher should question a child about another child's
response (to keep everyone alert),

10. The teacher should minimize calling on volunteers.

i1. The teacher should discourage call outs and should emphasize that each
child is responsible for the question asked of him.

12. The teacher should avoid rhetorical questions, answering her own

quostions, or repeating questions. These confuse the children,

-




MEETING INDIVIDUAL LEARNING NEEDS WITHIN THE GROUP
i3. At some polnf. 1the teacher must dec de If the whole group can meet the
lesson's obJect!ves. It she decides they can, she should hold the group
together, making sure tha* everyone masters each step before moving on to
the next step.
14, 1f the teacher decldes that everyone cannot meet the objective, the
studenfs‘yho can do so should be taught 1hrough to the. <ad and then
dlsmlséed: so that the teacher can spenrd more time with the orher children.
I5. An exception to the above occurs when the teacher wants to use a
student who has mastered the objective as & ' for the others. Here, she
may retain one or more such students in the group in order to carry on a
dialogue.
16. |f some of the children do not succeed in meeting the objectives before

lesson time Is up, arrangements shouid be made for extra tutorial help.

1. BESPONDING TQ CHILDREN'S ANSWERS

The teacher's feedback to children's answers depends on 1) the type of
question (whether |+ requires memory or reasoning), {) the pace of question-
ing (whether rapid for drill or slower for more thoughtful questions), and

3) +the chlld's answer (correct, incorrect, "l don't know," or no response) .

WHEN THE CHILD DOES NOT RESPOND

17. After asking a question, the teacher waits for the chlld.*o respond
and also sees that other children wait and do not call out answers.

During rapid pacing, she waits a few seconds and gives the answer. ODuring
the more slowly paced parts of the lesson, the teacher should wait for

an answer as long as she teels that the child is thinking and will answer,

Py
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but not so long as to embarass the child or lose the other chfldron's

attention.

*

If the child does not respond within & reasonsble time, the teacher
should Indlcate that some response is expected by probing ("Do you know?"),
She should then simpilfy (sce #19) according to the type of question.:

WHEN THE CHILD'S ANSWER 1S INCORRECT

18. The teacher should indicate that the answer Is wrong, and then follow

simplification procedures outlined below for the two types of quéstions.

SIMPLIFICATION PROCEDURES
19, The appropriate simplification procedure is determined by the type of
question.
a.. 1f the question deals with factual knowledge that cannot be
reasoned out, the teacher should give the answer to the chi ld
and then move on.
b. If the question Is one that the child could reason out with
help, the teacher should provide clues or slmpl{fy the question,
If the clues still do not help the child, he should be given
the answer. The teacher should never ask anotper chiid o supply

the answer,

WHEN THE CHILD 1S CORRECT

20, The teacher should acknowledge the corréctness{ and make sure that

everyone else heard and understood the answer. a

PRAISE AND CRITICISM

21. Praise is important bur should not be used indiscriminately. Praise

thinking and effort more than just getting the answer, and make praise as

287
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s'pe;:lflc and individual as possible.
22, Criticism should also be as speciflc as possible and should include
spocl fication of desirable or correct altérnatives.

7
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PART f: ORGANIZATION AND MANGEMENT

4
! , :

GETTING THE CHILDREN'S ATTENTI{ON (Principles | and 2) g
It Is important to catch and maintaln the children's attention at the .

-

Ebegtnnlng of the lesson, " .

{. The teacher sﬁquld yse a standard and predictable signal ;o get the

chllggpg's attention., The use of this feg?ntqdo should lead to.quicker and easier-

¢

transitions with little time wasted in getting a.group started.- It Is useful
in two situations. The first lg‘fhe‘?ransiffbn f;om general class activities |
to tho reading group (and alternaie activities), and the Eecond situation is
‘gefflng ;veryone's attention wheh you gc?ually begin the reading group.

A standard and predicfable.stghal is‘one which the children can Iearn to
recoqntze quickly because it Is repeated daily with the same meanlng. For
example, the teacher might ring a bell every day to signify fhaf it is time
1o move to the first reading group, or she might glve a consistent verbal ‘, .o
slgnal, such as "{t's time for Tigers!" It *he signal Is.cléar and consistent,

+ the chltdroﬁ'do not have to stop oacﬁ +ime and decide whaf to0.do; fhey.can .
respond quickly and avtomatically. The teacner shéuld decide upon the signal |
early in the year and the chitdren should be allowed to practice responding

to the cue.

Once the <hildren are in the group, the teacher should again use a con-
sistent recoanizable signal indicating that the lesson is about to begin énd
that the children should pay attention, For examglo, she could use a phrase
every day such as "Aftén%ion, children." Agaln, by consistently using the
sams slanal the children learn roroe casily when lessons are starting, and the |
taacher will spend less time gettling the gqroun oraunized,

-

In elther situotion, If som: children do not respond to the siqnal, the

289
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I
?eacher should remind ‘them Individually of what is expecfed. Howeveu‘,' s
teacher should be carefu‘l not 1'0 lnferrupf the approprl afe .behavlor of fhe

/
other chj ldren’ or rewand the unattending child with too much attention (by

.shouting, scolglng loudiy, etc.). Instead, the teacher can tap or softly call

. ‘tﬁe/ names of those who are not attending. |f this sﬂ’ll :does nof lead to the

deslred behavior, 'rhe teacher should quietiy and quick!y explaln 'rhe meaning
of fhe slgnal and make sure that Ehe chlld follows 'rhrough. It is lmportaent

that the teacher remain consistant and firm in her demands that the children '

A > ‘

respond to the signal,

L4

. : ’ ' \
2. Once In the group, the children should be seated with thelr backs

+0 the rest of the class while the teacher is facing.the class. This is a~

provet(ﬂve measure in that the ct'\i Idren in the group are less |1 kely to be

| Oistracted by other activities If they faco the teacher and have their backs

'l’oward the rest of the class.. Alsd, the 'l'eacher can supervlse both the

smal | group and the remainder of the class at the same time in this position.

. Y
' \
. N
X .
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lNTmDUCING NEW MATERML (Principles 3,4,5, end 6)
. The lntroducﬂon should prepane, the children for fhe lesson by getting
thelr aHenﬂon, fgachlng now naferial and new fems bamre applying them,
and making sure that the childrer know What to.do when they gre asked to iiake

. responses.

3,. The Introduction should contain arl'oﬁvervfew ‘of what is to come In

- 4

. o}der. to mer:faHy pre.p'are‘ the children for the presénfaﬂon. This does no‘i'
have to be elaborate (in fact, It should not Le). A sentelite or two wiTl do: o
sgch as "Today'we aro going to learn about. a scund the’ leﬁer 2 makes," Suéh
an overview should contaln a statenent about the content to bb studied. It
- may or. may not be expressed in fem« of a behavioral objecﬂve ‘(as_In, "At
the end of the lesson, you witl know about two d.Lfferenf sounds for fh. )e
The overvi_ew may al.gg, menﬂon.somefhlng about the purpose of *helesson, -aspectally
if this !s erlynjro ;noﬂ‘va're the students., For .;niample, ’ﬂie 'I*ea‘c.her ma; ;ay,
"Today we are golng fo learn about words with two vowels side by slde. Nhen
you know about this,: you will be able fo read a lo‘r of new words that you could
not bafore, like boat, and seat, and §_§_LL." v
‘ I the .lesson will anolvé .changing activities at.some pol'pf (apd especially
I f the féachor.anﬂcipa‘res breaking up the group to ’woqk with certain chlldrqn\
as discussed ln Principtes |3 and l4) it r;xay be uspful to glvg.fhe chlldrqn-

a preview of ~ the sequence of events.(fof example,."Todéy we will, talk about some

words like ;hroughv,\ rough; and although, :rhey sound di'fforon‘r_ but ’thoy..look

a2 lot alike. Aftor we talk about them for awhiio, some of you will go do work-
.book oxerclues, some of you will go ﬂ; the listening center, and some of you .
wiit stay and tafk with m;).;'). This preparus the ‘children for a fufure‘frans:l-

tion, and 1t also lete them know Tn advanco *hat several different activities

will take place. The children then will be expécting these directions when




they are repeated later. . ' ‘
The purpose of overviews Such as these s to prepare the chlldren by
| helping them to organize thelr thinking an'd. focus on ft;e task at .hdnd. 1 s
important for them to learn that the world of school and Its demands (specl tic-
all\} roadtn95 is a reasonable and orderly one, One step fwacfl helping them
. lrsrn.fhls Is alwéys to prepare them before making demangs on them, and then to

fol low that plan accurately so that thelr expectations of. the lesson are ful=

N B
fllfed, +

4. it is also at the baginning of the lesson that new words and sounds

t

should be presented io the children, so that they can use them Qa‘rer when they

are readlng or ans wering questicns. Introduction of new words ‘may be accom—+

pllshed in several ways, dependlng upon the words, the chlldren, and the teacher. T
Words tha:r do nof | low phonics . rudes .and cannot be ounded out by the children

should be said clearly 6\,3 the teacher. Words that couid be sounded out by the

-

chi ldren may be presented as questions to 'rhem, abong with whatever other clues

-~

may be helpful, Or, if the teacher prefers, 'rhese words also could be given

to the chiidren by her. The important thing is _fha‘t fhese new words are _spoken

4

“ In some form st the beginning of the lesson. The teacher should see that they

are dls?lnc:ly ,)ronoimced',and pointed to, explained, or otherwise focused upon.
- . : .

This technique lets the children knqvé what to expect, so that they can redd

without anﬂcipaﬂng totally unfam. iiar words, They can be looking for them, '
] : . . .

and thelir loarning of the words will be reinforced whan they ‘see them again.

-
£

5. When new words or sounds havo been presented, the teacher should have <

the children repeat them until| thoy can.say them s satisfuctorily. _Havi ng them
* .
. ~ !
repeat the words or perhaps make up senténces with themgives then practice in ¢
- . ‘
" readirq and sayinqg new words before they are called on to read them in context.

-

\
]
]

. 2Ga
dod
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it {s also a relaftvely36359 task, so that chlldren who are 95& aﬁonf re§pond-

[}
Ing wi il find this first demand less frightening.than a more comp!icated .
question.: . . | s ' : : : ;<’

- . -
. . N .
. . . r .

,6: After moving Into the lesson, but before asking the children to use

1 3

new material or.undertake new tasks, the teacher should present a demonstration

. y-sfep descripffon of the processes Involved gl ven tn simple, clear language

to the children's experlence and lével of understanding. For oxgmple, |f the

~ this task before and were not famillar with the skills Involved, this might

and/or explanation of ary new act!vlfy, A good explanation includes a step-

/7
that the chlﬂdren can undersfand. The teacher should gear fhe exp lanation

task wés to find pictures whose hames started with the same sound as the name
of fhozlefter Just studied, the teacher might say, *'Show me all the plctures . .,

whose names oegln with the /b/ sound.” But if the chi ldren had never.pertormed ~\‘

~be a poor explanation, . A better approach would be to break the task Into eaéﬁ

sfep and explain séquen1ia|ly. J :

For example, with a readlness group that had never before.trled this fask

the feébhor might say (after an overview and prosenfailon of the le??er‘sound ' .(\;
belng_studléd), "First look at +his’letfé?, b. What sound doe§ it make?" . :
(Child responds,)"Say1he sound to yolrself. Now look at this picture, What

is the name of the plicture?"..."Say *hé.naﬁe to yoursglf. What is the first

sound tn'fhat name?....ls that the same sound as the sound of'fﬁls-tefter?".

it the children coulo answer each of these queofnons, Tho teacher could pre-

sent the noxt plc?ure with fewor questions, For example, she m?ghf say,'"Nom

lbok at this picture and say the name to yourself. Listen to }hu fl}sf sound.

ls the first ¢ound the same as 1hg’sound of this letter?® Lafer, this could

be further shortened to "Look at this plcture and 76!! me i¢ the first sound in

~\ L

ity namo ts the same as the sound of this letter, h Eventually, the children
/
: /
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eould be given the explanaﬂon presented ﬂrsf above ("Show mo.all the o

*

plctures whose names begln with the /b/ sound.*), .

» L)

Therefore, the ‘criteria for a good .demgnstration or explanaﬂon involve
" checking the chi Idren for their leve! of unders*tandlng and fhen, If_neces=-
. 'sary, el ther expanding on fhe explanaﬂon by breaklng tt into steps or shor-

'tenlng it by leaving out a, few s'reps at a time. The teacher's cholce depends

-

.

upon the chl ldren’s reéponses at any poln‘t in the explanaﬂon.
After the exp lanation or demonstration, the 'teacher should move quickly
to haylng the children do the task themselves. Children in 'rhls age range
need concrete personal experjence to learn concepts or skills, but they also
,. veed guidance to point out the most lmportan't features of the fask. . Having
the chi ldren perform the task inthe group not -only helps them learn it, bu'l' also
alla«s the feacher to check them for understandlng pf the lnsfrucﬂons before
they are releassd to workon thelr own or expecfed to respond cortecfly ina

more raptd ly paced group seseion. .

< -

1
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CALLING ON CHILDREN (Principiés 4,8,9,10,11, and 12)

Calling on.children Involves distributing rosponse opportunities to

Individuals while at the same time kee;;lng the entife group alert.

7. The teacher should work with one Individual at & time in having .
L) ¢ ¢

the children practice the new skill or apply the new concepf;'.mak!ng sure

-

that everyone s checked and receives feedback during the lesson., (Feedback .
s discussed below in principles 16 through 21.) " In this way, ‘the teacher
con monitor the progress of each group member. This means that excessive use

of choral responses Is not deslrable.

Ve
.

L]

8. The ?eacher should use a pattern (such as Qolng from one end of the

g;g_qg to _the ofher) tor selecting ehildren to take their turns r'eadlng n, the

group oranswering questions (as opposed to calllng on 'them randcmly and un-

predictably). For example, 'rhe teacher can start with fhechl id fo her
immediate left, then theé child to his left, and so on;round ‘the ci rcle,
: quesﬂonlng each child or asking for reading. .

This is suggested because the children will always know when to expect
a turn and will not feel anxiety about being called on unexpectedly. This'is
) espeqlal’ly Imp.b:‘ran’r with young chi Idren who feel uncer'fain abou‘l' having to
pe,rform in school, and it also will help fo con'rrol overeager students who
frequently catl out answers, wave their hands, and engage in aﬂenﬂon—-seeking
activity because they think it will lead to a turn to read or respond. .
Both shy, non-responsive chi Igren and aﬁonf'lon-seeklng, overeager ones will .
know when their turn is coming and will not spe}xd the rest of time feeling
anxious or trying to get attontion., The teacher must remain firm-in her use

I

of this pt:oceduro.and not skip a shy child to yleld to a handwaver, excep? in

the sjtuations dlscussed below. .

* B
e et
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9. 1in order fo'keep each member of the group alert and accountab e

[ 3
v

at pll flmes befween turns, teacher ‘occasionally should question a child

abou? ) grevloug response from another child Cfor example, "Bl 11, how do you

feel aobut John's | dea?" pr "Po you have anything to add to ?ha??“) Thus, .
each sfydent should know that he-may be'called upon at_any fiMb, qottjusf
during hls.furn.. He must’ therefore romain attfentive and listen to the other
children. However, two precau;lons should be taken when using this techniquoe,
Flrst, when a .hlld is questloned about another's response, fhe demand made on
- the child should be -an-easy one for him. That is, if he was ltstenzng and pay=-
Ing attention, he should be able fo answer the quesflon without difficulty. For
some children, sucﬂ demands are as simple as asking for a repe+lflon or oplntoﬂ% "
Other children might be asked to commenf on the correcfness‘of the answer or R
to expand upon it (but only If the teacher. feels this Is within their capabl =
ifles). -
lf harder demands are made than a child can fulfill with this type of
quesfloning, the advantage of reducing anxuefy by using a predetermined order
ﬂkas dlséussed in principle é) ?lll be‘losf.’ 1 all of the out-éf—furn quesT?ons
are'slmple for each chitd, *hgy will not iearn to fear them. Instead, they will
be rewarded for paying attention and listening, and they will get an extra.

opportunity to give a correct answer.

¢ As a second precaution, the chiid should be helped to reallze that the

purpose of such questioning is to get his opinicn or input, not to put down + <
AN

or “correct" another child. The teacher can serve as a model through hef\\

responses by treating wrong. answers as a”;oaéon to teach, not to criticize.
The use of these two principles should creafe a desirable balance

botween predictabillty, which helps reduce anxiety and/or attention seeklng

behavior, and continuous alertness within the whole group. '

)r
. I
\ iy
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‘\ 10, Camng on vofurteers shgy&d’be grlmarl ly restricted to par?s of the .o

lesson In which chi ldron are con'l'rtbuﬂng personal experliences or oplnlons.\/

-

Nowever, whew jhe ob,jecﬂw of the lesson is to teach some content or skill,

g

‘H' lszhrporfant that every child be cailed upon and expecfed to respond. This .

- "can best be accomplished by using ordered turns and occas{onally questioning ,
. * !
childrer out of turn to keep them alert,

&

If. When call the teacher sh mind the child that - 4.2

everyqné gets g turi_and that he must walt until his turn 1o a::qw__e_l_-_i It 1s -
tmporfafit not ,to be overly crlﬂca!", houeyer, especially 1! the call out

demonsfra:tes enthusiasm in a child who us;uaily does not exhibit it, Never.-
. theless, all chitdren should learn that when one child Is asked a question,

he is Eesponsible for the answer, and others are not to ca!l out the answer
~or "help." ' y ~
e If a child persists in calling out despite repeated reminders, the

'teachér must de.\fermine why he .is doing so., Hsr Iznter reactions then are

determined by the reason for the behavior. For example, if the calling out

prlm«lsri ly seems to b; to get attention, the teachar should make sure that

her respofises are not reinforcing the behavior by paying attention to i+,
.Reminders can be delivered impersonally to the chlld,‘wlfhouf lool;lng at him .
or ‘Eeeml ng fq épgak‘dlrecﬂy"ro him (thus not rewarding him with aﬁehﬂon), .
or the tcacher can totally ignore the student's call outs and only respond to
answors given durifg his turn.

Ancther reason for repetitive.call outs might be that the child is

impulsive ar:d has little self-control. In this case, the teacher may help
the chlld become aware of his behavior so that he can begin to control It.

I+ is important that the teacher never accept.a cal led-out answer.

Call outs should be ignored or should result in a reminder that everyone is

It o 297
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expecfed to walt his turn or raise his hand and be called on by the feacher.

In contrast: to this response to.call outs, the teacher should be sure 'rna't she
does respond positively to answers glven durlng a chiid's turn. (In the case
of a typically non-responslve chi id who does make a rare cell-out, the :téach;r
should not lose the oppo‘(funHy 'to reinforce the’ nesponse, whi le gently re-
minding the child H she can 1'ha1' it would be beﬁer to answer during his turn,
Otherwlse, however, the teacher should not accept the answers called out.)

The purpose of this principle is to not only help maintain control but

+S teach children to listen to others and not to interrupts

2. The 'teachegshould avoid. rhetorical questions, asked for effect

with no_answer expected, of leading questions ("Wasn't that funnvi®), O'ther

questioning patterns to be avoided are answering her own questions (“wWhy did

the farmer go to town? - To buy a pig, of coursel", without walting for an

) »
- answer) and repeating questions ("Why did The: farmer go to town? What did

he want to do? QWhy did he go?", again without waiting for an answer).
N
These kinds of questions tend To confuse 1'he children and will also make it

more difflcu'l'f to teach them that each teacher question demands an answer.

. When the chl {dren are always asked quesﬂons +hat can be dealt with and have .

sensible answers,.they are more likely to form the attitude that school
demands are reasonable and can always be answered eventually.

. When rhetorical or leading quesﬂon., are asked frecuently, the children
may learn that an answer is not expecfed or that it can be figured out from the
tone of the teacher's volce (as in ,"vlasn‘:r that funny?" or "Don't you feel
sorry for poor old Nobbin?"). t,f. the tea::het; froquenﬂy answers her own

questions without paysing for an answer, the children may bo confused and not

*

' see tho connoctlon tetween the different exprossions of the same quostion.

To 1pem, tho above example (“why did the farmer. . .’f" What did he want? Why

\.‘. . . ¢
A ¢ ) . .
S - 8 . . ;
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dld‘hp go?") might appear Jo. be several questions at once, which could
confuse some f!rs?~§raders; ' '

' Instead, good questions for this «ge group shoulr.j be shorf.énough
*for fbe ch(ldr\en to hold in thelir memory while thinking aboujr the answer, .
They should elicit s;:tne mental activity béyond second-guessing the teacher
Yresponding to her tone of volce rather than the content of fh; question),
and they should have answefs which make sp;use to a yov:;g child who cannot
'fh;nk S'bstractly or juggle too many concepts at the same }ime. By consistent
us.e of reasonable questions, ?’he teacher can help promo+9.1n her sfudenf’s the

' 1dea that school tasks are reasonable and within their capabilities.

-

e
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M[ET!NG lNDlVlDUAL LEARNING NCEDS WHITHIN THE GFDUP (Prlnclp es 13,14,15, and 16)

-
»

Meeting each indlvidual's learnlng 0eeds may involve bredking up the

group, using, another child as a model, “and arranglng for tutorial help.

.
»
s

13. At some polnt during the lesson, the teacher mggj make a fundamental

declsion: about whether the group as a whole can or cannot meet the lesson's

objectives. 1f there are large individual differences in the rate of learning,

keep{ng the group ?ogéther might mean spending too much time with those who
are ;;vlng difficulty. When this is not the case and the group as a whole can
meet the oQJecflves, the fe;chor should keep the group together, concentrating
her attention at each step on the slowest members, working with them anll they
msster the step before proceeding to the next one. in this fashion, all of

the children will achieve at least the minimal objectives of the lesson.

4. 1f the feacher decides that the qrcup as a whoie cannot rocach the

u-d-—-:--c.

obectives at the same time because of large individual di fferences in compre-

hension of the material, she should nroceed differently, Those students who

already know the objectives or who are learning rapidly and easily should be

‘.Taughf Thr;ugh t6 the end of the lesson and then dismissed frem the group to

»

work independently or engage in some approved se |l f-chosen activity such as eom-

" pleting.workbook assignments, Meanwhile, the teachor should continue fo work

with the }est of the group until all childron master the ob jectives, perhaps
dismissing them one by one as they do.

. The teacher should be careful to avoid negative statements regarding
the children who remain for extra hetb. The ch}ldrcn whe have masterced the
lesson shou!d be dismissed withou¥ fanfare and wtfhouf callling attention to

the fact that they have succeeded. Similarly, the remainina children should

not got the imprecsion that they have fai led or done somethina wrong because

w0
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they remaln in fhe‘?roup. One way to handle. this situation mlghf be to le?

" the group know In advance, perhaps in the }ntroducﬂon. that théy might have

dl tterent activities to complefe after readtng group. ~When the time comes fo-

spl!f up the group, "the +eacher could dlsmlss those who have.masfered the

obJecttves with Instruc*lons to complete a workbook achv!fy or go to a learn~ .
ing center, for example. She could fhen_con?lnpe~wifh the remalnlngvchi!dnen,
elther with the original lesson plans or with ano?Aer activity such as those
"suggested in the Teacher's manual for children with [ndividual needs. If the
children ask why they are sfaying behlnd, fhe teacher should answer positively .

("Everyone has differen+ uork to do. Thls Is your work for today.").

l?. Sometimes the ‘teasher may wish to use one or more children who have

mastered the objectives to serve as mbdgls?fgr the others. This may‘be;dobe

with the group lnfac;, or the feacﬁer may dismiss all but the models and tﬁe.
children who need ext,a help. Sometimes, children having dlfficuliy attaining
obJe;tIyes may benefit more from observing interactlions between the teacher and
students who already understand the pfocess than they would from being questionsd
themselveos, ?o; examp le, the teacher mlgqt be teaching the difference between
the sounds of words llke tape and *ap (to presen+ the™ idea of a final g.ﬁaklng

-~
.

the vowel sound long).' The teacher might ask a child who does not understand

this concept to read pairs of words, then give him the answers each timd with an
explanations But doing this repéafedly for several pairs of words may prove'
ffusfra?ing for both child and teacher. Thus, it may make more sense for the
teacher tokeep children who have mastered the objectives in the group in orde(
to carry on a dialogue or demonstration with them and provide a model for the
other children. She can then turn her attention back to the others after they

have had additional onportunlfics'to see and hear thoe answer and explénaflon

modv‘d soveral times.
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- An adventage cf using models Is that chlldren often pay attention to

. +

and -Iml tate peers whom they réspeé:‘t and n ke, ' Thereféye. the teac should
be careful to help the model malntain tfie respect and frlendsh‘!.p of his peers,
and 1o prevent any resantment which might arise 1f the situation Is mishandled, * °

In particular, the teacher should not make the other. ¢hi l.dren iook bad whf"le

’

. making a8 good example of the mode b(s) . Instegd of saying something like, v,

-

"Janet's_so .sma..v\f‘. She knows the rule," the teacher should oon}l'aln her comments

to the answer, {tself, 061/' the students! abliities. ' When commenting on a modei's
.answer, the teacher should be specific about what was correc. and why, since -
this helps the other students to focus on the important aspects of ﬂ\e'problem

("That's right, you looked at! that last letter to see 1f It was an :o; before

you said the word.")
»

16. 1f one or more cht-ldren still do not succeed in meeting the objectives

within the time avat.lable for the lesson, provision should be made for totorial

assistance. This might cdme from the teacher nerself or froh peers who have
mastered the lesson's objectives. In .any case, s'h'Jden'l's who fall te meet obJecw-
tives should receive ex?ra.help., and must not be allowed to tall p;’égresslv.ely
behlnd. As\ stated in p-inciple .M, such assistance sﬁouid be given in a posi-
,tlve manner so that the chi idren do not get the impression that they have falled
or done something wrong. The suggestions 'In the t8acher's :ﬁanuals can, of ‘
course, be used for acﬂviﬂes_. OWhen the je:a,c.her‘s time E N‘mf‘ted, parent

volunteers or older studefts might serve to help these students;

At
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PART 11: RESPONDING TO CHILOREN'S ANSJERS

. v .
- The previous section doalt with group managemant practtcgs. The second
part of'fhé‘sysfgm Is concerned directly with the feacherfé role lb,dealtng

with Indlvidual students within the group. The feacher’éas two major résponsl~

¢

.o \ o
blittles In an academic qu&ange,wl?h the child: she must present tha question, -

and then respond t6 the child's answer with feedback of some .sort, The

ot

follo&tng prtnclplaé focus pr!marlly on«the !a??qr.

~

4y Three distinctions wiil riow be cgnsidered in turn, and than will be used

>

to éxplaln how the teacher decldes what kind of feedback she will glve. These

dlsftncflons are types of aquertion, types of learnlng and aporooriate pacing,

and types of chlid answars, -

Questions ‘ . :
There are two basic types of questions. The flrst Is ;'quesflon that .~
cafls~ior a short, factual answer. These often deal with mattars of'fac? which
one olther knows or doss Bot know, Answeélng such questions requ!res'rememberlng

Information, Thus, It Is not possible to "think them out." Questions of this

!
sort usually start with® who, when, what, and where and might entall supplying’

labels or datss, or reading sight words, For example, when aska "hat shape

LY

Is this?" a child elther does or does fiot recall the name. Generally, he

cannot be helped with a clue.
{

The second kind of question can be Eeasoned out. This Includes some who,

what, when, and where questions that-ask for more than a label (such as a
question about story content.) This tyne of questlon also includes how and
]

why questions which do not have short factual answars, Examplos are, "hy

do Esklmos wcar warm clothes?" and "How can you tell when 1t Is time to gat

-

-
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’ up?" G!vlngtyﬁe childron clues can help fhom:fo reason or remembe: angyefs .
to these quesfléﬁs. For example, a clue to the Eskimo quegflon mtghf.be,
;;ouid you vear a bafhtng sult in the snow?" Then after ; response, "Why not?"
f;ose fwo dlfferen? types of quesftons make dlfferent demands un the child.
Purely factual or labelling quesflohs call on memory alone, whil. other ques- 14

" tlons also may call on reasoning processes.

Types of Learning gnd'Approoria?c Pacing

Di fferent types of learning will require different strategies ih pacing

the speed of questioning. The distinction fo be mado here Is between

.
. 3
.

M. domands for rote memory sultable to drill and 2), questions requt;tng
réason{ng which cannot be answe;ed automatically. Examples of rote learning
are recognition of slghj ;ords and recitation of the multiplication fabl;s.
The children a;e gxpééfed to respond quickly to sych questions wilthout having

to stop and think. Reasonling demands ask a .child to apply a process (guch

. as a word attack skill) or glve an ahswar whfcb requires some fhbugh?, such ”
as memory of sfory content or an opinion. In gsneral, rote lgarntng Is more
easily acoompltohed w!fh a rapld pace, while demands requiring more fﬁlnklng
should be presanted with 3 slower paca. The teacher must chide what demands

she Is making of her chlld>en, and then sot tho paco which will bost maet

the objective. *

4 -
)

In a rapidly pacaod lesson, %hL teachar novas quick&y/from child to chilc,
¥

*

The purpcse of such a pace Is to provida each answer many times, so that the
children can learn through rapld rcpetition to recognize words, letters, etc.

n sight "atomatically." Tho child tcarns to do this from hcarlng and seeing

-

-

repeatedly the associatlon betwsen the question and answer,

L 4

3y
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. Skills. ln these sltuatlons the chlld learns hy dolng the process or by seeling "

5

A .raptd pace can be malntained when short feedback ts‘glven rather than
elaborate feodback, The teacherywalts only two.to three soconds for a cilld
to respond.” 1f there Is not a response, the answer Is glven and the feacheé.

~moves on. Appropriate fébdbacﬁ.durlng rapld pacing Is further dlscussed ‘In

. principles 17, 18, and 19,

A slower paced lesson Is ond In which the teacher spends more tin -

rd

. PR - ., \
with each child and sach questlian and glves more extenslvs feedback. This

[

type of pace ls sultable for demands requiring reasoning or use of new

I done and explained. For example, learning to sound out new words with certain -

] . \ .
combinations of sounds 1s a more complex prccess than the simple assoclative

'leafnlng of comon words as described above. This sacond type of learning
often requlres explanations and the process of getting an answar Is usqally'
more lmportant than the ansuar Itself. The feedback to be used in a s lower=-paced

lesson {s-also discussed In more detall in principles 17, 18, and 19. .

. )
[

Type of child answers

4

Children's. answers may bae clussifled as (1) mgstly or all correct,
"(2) mostly or all incorrect (we Include In this category the answer oy
don't know," which Indlcates a lack of knouledge), or ¢3) no response at all,

s .
Each of these sl?uaflons‘requlres a dlfforent response from the feacher,

depanding on Theuﬁemands‘o¥ the quostion and the cababll!fy of tha:¢hile,

&

-
4

The rost of the principles are based on the premise that any ciild's

response can Bo turned Into a pleasant learnina experience by the teachar,
M L ‘ by

Therefore, wrong answers and "! don't know" sta éments are not undsslirable

In themselves, *Thoy can be used to promote i:arning whoen handled well,

*
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however, a fallure to respond is-not deslrable, &nd the chlld should be en-'"
couragcd to respond In some way, even lf to say "I| don't know. It is fhgp
fhe responslblllfy of the feacher to loavé ?ho chlld wlfh a.good feeling
abouf having responded, even if It was only to listen ?o the correct answer
and rep;;+ tt.

The;resf of the ﬁrlnclplés dlscuss teacher. feadback to difforent >
}ypes of chlld answers, Types of questiors and types oﬁ,paélng'are discussed
under each category. A.éummary of appropriate use of teedb;;k appears In
chart form fp!lgwln§ the .dlscusslon of brtnclples !7; 18, 19; and 20,
WHEN THE CHILD DOES NOT RESPOND

- 17, When the teacher asks a question or glves & direction, she should walt

‘ . . . .
for the child to respond, and algo see that the rest of the group walts and ‘f/’
- N

.
aq— [ 4

does not call out answers, .The length of time spent walting for ap answer
dopends on ‘vhat kind of .pace the teacher wishes to ruep up. ¥When the group
. '‘Is movirg tnrough rapidly paced qdesjlon!né féhch as drilling on slght words),
she should walt only a few seconds.and procéed by glving fhé answer he}splf R
the child does not respond. However, when thc pacs is slowef, the teacher should
contlnue ?é watf\for a response for as long as the chlfd looks Ilke ha*Is
thinking about an adswoﬁtand may comd up with 6;0. Howev;r, she should n;f
walt so long that tHe group's affen lon is lost or the sltuation beco@;s anxlety=
. producing. for the child, The teacher must docide on tha -spot what Ic the optimal
walt-time,
.If the teacher Is unsure about whothar a chlld Is still thinking about
a problom or whethor he is completely ffumdei, sha should ask him ("Do you
know?" "Can you do- 112") and then procoed Qn the$asis of }he child's respons-,

¢

. 3,6
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If tho chlld s says he doos not know or cannot do 1t, the teacher shouiz.refer '
to the ulsc;;;lon of "When the chlld ls wrong or does not know" (Princlpie 17),

£ the cth st11! does not respond wlﬂﬂna raasonable time during slower
paced qucsflonlng, :ﬁe teacher_shoulu provide help, by slmpllfylng the
question by degrees but JQlways affempilzg to gef some response (sea sfrafegles
for slmp{’fylng questicns below), If, necessary, she should at loast get a

"yes-no!' answer to the questlon "Do you know the answer?" By maklpg sure to

get anxovorf vartal response to every gy :stion ahe asks, vhe wlll gradually

cond!?lon the children to respond to every quesflon.
1f 1he chlld stl!l!l doesn't respond, or I{‘he finally responds Incorrectly

or says "1 don't know," ;ﬁé teacher should follow procedures for simpllfylng
as dlscussed below, In 219, '

A ch}ld who persistently requlires encouragement to re;band will probably
require soms tutorial assistance and should probably recelve fewer gnd easler
group demands unti! he Is more willing and able to respond, '

*

WHEN THE CHILD 1S INCORRECT OR DOES NOT KﬁOH'THé.AnswER ‘
I18. Mrong answers and "I don't know" statements should not be mat with
negative raactions by tha teacher. 1f the child }eSponds Incorroctly, the
tcacher should first tell him fhéf fh?eanswer Is not right, She can do this
by using such phrases as "No, that's not right" dellve(ad In a nen~critical

’volcc. or she can acrnowledge that the answer was partly right or that the
child.vas using the rtéhf process dul misapplied it or didn'f completas It:
"That's good; you remembered to think. aaouf “these baglnnlng and ending

sounds, buf the word Isn't righte-lt doesn'f make sense fhere." In pointing

out that the answer s wrong, the teacher should be as spaclflc as possible
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about what was wrong,

1

When the child has answered lncorrecfly, the ?éacher shoutd follow the

slmpllf!caflon procelures outlined 1o the next sectlon. Thess are the same

-

procedures to be used with a non-rasponslve thild, usually after the teacher

A

has ellclited at least a statement of ™I don'f\know" from hims

" SIMPLIFICATION PROCEDURES _ e R

19, Afiar attempting to get a response or acknowledgling that an answet ls "

wrong, the teacher has two options for simpllfying the question, She may
glve the correct an;wer to the chlld, or she'may rephrase the question and
glve clues, o

‘a. If the question deals with a ﬁa??er of fact, so fﬁaf fée response
cénnof be reasoned out, the teacher must glve the child the answer. She ‘should
not ask another child to provide it, Ca!ljng on others In this way can create

bad feellngs and ever-compet!tivenoss, Also, this may convince the chlldren

-~ that 1f they do not respond or don't try to answer corractly, the' teachsr

will eventually go on to someone olse. " Staylng with the chlild until an answer
Is established and attempting to elicit some acceptable response from him

will Instead teach the chlldren that they must listan, think, .and respond.

Providing fﬁq answer to fh; child can,be done In scveral ways., If the
pace ls rapid, the tcacher should give the apswer and move on, perhaps |
occaslonally baving a child repsat The*response. By %he pace is slow, the
questlion can be restated In a form whlch slnply calls for agreement, repeftfto;:
or choosing between alternatives. For example, tha questicn "that punctuatlon

mark 1s this?" can bo simplifled to "Is It a commna or a perlod?" - Hero,

tho child only has to maka a choica, |f the cholce Is still too difflcult,
e i’uyg
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one of the options can be made more_ apparent, such as "ls It a.comma or u

quostlon mark?" An oxtension of thls Is fo.make one of the alternativas so

r}dlculous that the child not only enjoys It but sses that fhaécorrecf

cholce Is obvious ("!s lf a comma or a worm?"). The child might alsc be glven

the opportunity to make.a yes-no choice by questions such as "ls it a comma?*

Another strategy for slmpllfytng facfual questlons which leads almost
cer*alnly to a correct response is to glve t+he answer and ask the child to

repeat it. For some children, repeflflon may be the only demand to which

they can comfortably respond at first. .
Giving the answer to the child in the form of a simplified question to
which he can.respond enabtes the child to succeed. This is particularly

lmporfanf for children who are ‘anxious about responding or who seldom get a

right answer. ulfh children who generally reply quickty and correcfly, it-

3

,.usually i not necessary-to always ‘provide a success experience, especlalty

~ when the quesfionipg !§ rapidly paced and the teacher knows that the child

will not react negatively to being told the right answer.

b, |f the question is such that the child can be expected to figure
it out if glven hélp, the teacher shou!d glve clues or rephrase the question
in a way that quides the child's 1hnnking in the right direction. If the clues
do not help and piving the answver is nccnséégy, the teacher should give It -
herself rather than call on another child for it..

One way fo‘rcphrase a suesfion might be to break it down info a sequence
of related questions. For example, In reviewing a story from the day before,
the teacher might ask, "ow did Tom make the bread?" 1f the child could not

remember all the steps, the teacher could break it down into, "{hat did he

do right after ho decided that he wanted to make i1?" Then, after an anser,

-

3y
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- "ghat did he do after he got home from the grocery store?", etc.

-

' Ano?her'examplg of breaking a question down into sequential steps might
be fn helping a child sound out a new word. ("What is the beginning sound?"

Cresponsel, "What do you know about those vowels in the middle?" [response],

‘ "Read the rest of the sentence. What word makes sense there that has the sounds

.

you Just read?”)

Another way to rephrase a.quesfton, especially a "why" questlion, is to
help *he child focus on relevaﬁ? aspects of the situation. For example, if .
the ques?lon*was, "Why is there a railing aroénd the Tiger Pit?", Thé teacher
mlghf.say, “Well, if fhére was no railing around the cage, what might happen
if the tiger decided to take a yalk?". or s@e might ask, "What would happen
tf the figér go{.ouf of.his cage?", and ?hcn,‘affer answvers, "When the, rail Is
there, can the tiger get out of his cage?”

Sometimos, rephrasingof the question inte simpler language may be’suffi-
btgnf t? help the student. For.example, "llame me some re;sons that Tom and
his family were eager.fo get started," might be more easily understood as
*Why did Tom's family want to go?" ~

Simplification, ‘therefore, involves breaking a question déwn into a simplér
form’that helps the child direct his thinking to }he right answer. ''ith ques-
tiéns requiring reaséning or application of a skill, the methods of simplif{-
caiion‘can be more complex and extensive than t.e methods described above
(under heading 19 a) for factual questions.

If simplification of reasonihg questions docs not help the child get on
the right track, the teacher should supply the answer, along with an exélané-
tion of tho thought process involved in figuring it out ("You have to say the

beginning sound, then the end sound, then look ‘to see if you know anythina about

the letters i& the middle. Then fhink whqf word has fhosg sounds ang ma’ :s

Sy

~304~ . ~



" WHEN THE CHILD IS éORREéT

sense there.") Aga!n, in supplying the answer to q chlld. the feacher should ¢

o
try to flnlsh with a. quesflon or responge demand thaf fhe child can handle

successfully, especlally it the child is shy or appréhenslve about responding.

“~

20. If the chlld answers correcfly, the teacher should acknowledge it.

" This can be done brnefly by a nod, by repeating the answer, or by verbal in~

dication of agreement, such as ?righfﬁ, "okay", etc. Pra}s?,may or may not
s be approprlé+e, and is furfher discussed in prlnctales 21 and 22 below. After v
acknowledging a correct answer, the teachen shoujd.‘ake sure that the rest of . i
the group haé heard and understood. |f the others did ;;; hear, she should

have t+h& chiid repeat the answe.r more loudly. The teacher mighf also repeat

the answer herself and paraphrase it, alfhough she should nof gef into the

habit of following gxggz answar with repetition, since the chlidren may stop

listening to one another's ansyers. Sometimes she should ask another child

to repeat the answer, as discussed in pringiple 9.

- : L XY
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Teacher Responses to Childrén's Answers: Summary

This chart summarizes prﬂnclple% 17, 18, 19, and 20. .The teacher bases

herPhoice of feedback on the fypé of question, the:pace, and the child's answer.

' . ¢
TYPE OF QUESTION PACE CHILD!'S RESPONSE FEENBACK RELSPOMSF
Factual (child Rapid Mo response Teacher (T.) waits only a few se- d
cannot be helped conds, gives the answer and moyes
. to figure out the on, _
answer, 1f he does Incorrect or :
not know) - mostly incorrect T. says that the answer is incor-
' rect, gives the correct answer
. . and moves on. . v
v Correct or '
mostly correct T. acknowledges.that the answer
- : is.correct. She makes sure, all
~ ' have heard the answer and moves on.
- Slow lo response ' T. walts longer for a response

(as long as the child seems to
be thinking about it), then she .
simplifies it to get some overt
verbal response, and deals with
the verbalization as correct or
incorrect.

Incorrect or . :

mostly incorrect T. tells the student the answer
is incorrect, simplifies the
question by qiving a choice or
gives the answer and lets the
student repeat it.

’ Correct or
mostly correct T. acknowledaes the correctness
: and makes sure al!l have heard.
. Reasoninag (child Slow Ho response T. waits for a response as lona
can be helped to : , ; as the child seems to be thinkina
figure out the about it, simplifies the auestion

answer). . to get some verbal rasponse, then
. deals with the verbalization as
correct or incorrect,

Incorrect or

mostly incorrect T. tells the student the answer is
incorrect or partly correct, com-
ments on the process where anpro-
priate, then simpbkifices the question.

-

Correct or ‘
mostly correct T. acknowinrdaes that the rosponse
. is corract, commants on the process

where it is appropriate, and makes
surc all have heard, )

£ ]

[
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PR.MSE AND CRITICISM ‘

2i. Pralse Is an }mporfanf@aspecf of teaching and should be used regularly
but not- lndlscrlmina'rely; Yhen used sincerelly, it can reinforce desired behaviors
and favorably influence the childrens' attitudes about themselves and school.
The teacher should take care to p}alse the child's effort and/or thinking
processes used in arriving at an ansQér. not Jjust the answer “{tself. The
teacherashould usg.a variety. of praise statements rather than re‘ly on a single
stock phrase, and should avoid praising too frequently lest her'braise become
taken for granted. Buring rapidly paced portions of the lesson ‘It is probably
best to avoid praise altogether, and instead confine reséod%es to confirming
students' answers and repeafln§ the correct answers. When the pace Is slover
and s}udenfs are called upon.fo demonstrate newly learned or more difficult
skills, the teacher should begin praising more frequentiy.

Praise should be specific and Indtvigaalized for each student. Py teing .

specific In her praise, the teacher can help the sfudenttfocus on appropriate
behaviors. to be repeated. (This also helps make other students aware 6f what
aspect(s) of the raesponse were correct.) By making praige contingent on indi-
vidual progress, the teacher can help each child sec and appreciate Qis own pro-
gress (rather than praising only behaviors which some children have mastaeraed

and otherstave not). In other words, individual progress rather than qroup norms
shoutd be the basis for praise of individual students.

For example, & child who usually gives up easily on nuw words but who, one
day, does sound out a word should bc'fo!d, "Mary, that was good; you looked at -
the word and thoen sounded 1t out by yourself." However, a child who consistently
sounds out new words but needs to work on pausing ot the end of sentences could

be praised for doing the latter: "Good, John, | liked the way you waited after the



/

’

periods.” In these examples, both Mary and John were praised for specific

behaviors which indicated progress for them. By specifying the behaviors in

these ways, the teacher gave more infor%afion to the children thanif she had
Just said, "Cood, tary" or "Good, John." | '
22. Children whn biurt out answers, cail out answers out of turn, respond
Impulsively, or continue to respond the same way time after time reqardless of
the qﬁosfion should be co}recfed, but correction should come in the form of
criticlism comt:ined with specific posITive.ins#ructions about what was wrong and
what should have.been done. ("Don't just guess, think about the problem first
before you try to answer.” or "Don't pick out another actlivity now. Theo bell
has jugf }ung and remember, that means it's time for you to go t- reading grodp.")
Criticism along, without the additional provision of positive, prescriptive in-

formation about what to do instead, will be of little use to the child and

may be harmful if it makes him inhibited or rescniful.

) : s

*

- - 398“



*

-

‘ Appendix B
Summary of the Obg;rvation System Used i? the
i First-Grade Reading ?topp Study‘

This appendix summarizes the system used to collect the data described
in the report. Full instructions about using the sysfem.are conttained in
the manual (Brophy, et al., lbte'4).

Figuies 1 and 2‘present the forms used with the system, and they are
numbered to correspond to the descriptions given below.

Appendix C eoﬁtains a 3iossary in wﬂich terms used to déscribe the
data are lisgéd in alphabetical order with definitioms.

| The observation system is composed of two parts: a section for, .

)

recording group data {information about events affecting the group as a

whole), and individual data (f%formation about the teacher's interactions

with individual students).

Group Data

Figure 1 presents the form used to record group data. One such sheeﬁi
is completed for each observation of a reading group.

1. Attention-getting transitions.” The observer checks either "yes"

or "no" to indicate whether or not the teacher has used a general attention-
getter (that is, some signal that is delivered to the entire class to tell

them that a transition is about to take place and a particular reading group is
about to start). If "yes" is checked, the coder indicates which kind of

sipnal is used by checking one of the five types listed underneath the “yes"

category. The options are: 1) the use of a bell, 2) turniag the lights

;?Iﬁs
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on and off, 3) a verbal signal, 4) the delivery of a signal and then the
- youtine contacting of all individuals 1nvolved, and 5) any other general

r

signal. )

The total number of general signals is'ehegfed in the blank which is.
titled "total number." If no’general attention-getter was.used by the ‘\‘
teacher for the entire group, this is indicated by checking “no," and one '
of the three categories under "no" is checked. Those categories are:

1). hindividual—routine," £n which the teacher contacts each chiid who is
supposed to come to reading individually, 2) “group is aignal,“ in whic?
the children respoéd té the dismissal of the previous group and come to the
reading group without being remin&ed by the teacher, and 3) "other" which
18 used to designate any other way that the ;gacher.might cause a transi-

tion without delivering a general signal to the entire class.

2. Further descriptions of transitions. "Timé to group" is the time in

»

minutes (to the nea;cst ha1f~minuté) that elapsed between the first signal
that called a group to the circle and the arfrival of the. last student in
the ggading group area. "Time to T" is the time elapsed in minutes (to the
nearest half-minute) betwecen the arrival of the last student in the reading .
group and the arrival of the teacher. Also in this sectién, the observer °
- notes whether any.time noted for "time to T" vas beyond her control or was
due to routine managerial problems. - The‘ 'number of individual corrective
contacts" is entered #s the total frequency of éhildrcg contacted by the
teacher because they did not attend to the transition signal éroperly. The
"sercent of children attending" to the signal is determined by the coder and
is entered on the scale of 1 to 5, where 1 indicates that none of the chil-
dren attended to the signal immediately, and 3 indicato; that all of the

L4

children attended immediately.

| 3is
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3. In-group attention-getting. Again the coder indicates by checking

either'"yes“ or “no".;hgtﬁer or not the teacher used a signal.delivered
to therentite group in order to get tﬁé};‘aﬁteutioﬁ at the beginni;g of
thetlgsson. I1f "yes" ie checked, then one of the five items underneath
the "yes" heading. is checked to indicate shat find of signal is délgvered.

. The categories here correspond to the categories described above under

' - "attention getting for transitions." If no signal is given then.oné of ,i
. . \

- the three categories under the "no" heading is checkeds These are R
1) "individual routine”, ‘in which the teacher contacts each child individ- . -f

‘ually to get his or her attemtion, 2) 'only infiiv:ldual corrective" con=- :
tacts, in which the teacher does not call for anyone's attention unless
the child has misbehaved or is not attending, or does noE>ca11 on anyone
. because no corrective contacts were needed; and 3) “other" ;hich is checked '
and completed if the teacher uses any other way of calliné for a chiyg's

attention rather than addressing a signal to the entire group.

4. Further descriptions of in-group attention-getting. "“Time to lesson"

-
< 4 L)

is the time in minutes (to the nearest haif~minute) that elapsed between “

the teacher;s arrival in the group and the beginning of the lesson (defineg

as the first academic content addressed to the group as a whole). The

'&nnngcr of individual corrective contacts” is a count of the children cor-

rected because they weée not paying attention or were not ready to begin .
the lesson. The "percent of children attending" at the beginning of the
lesson is rated on a S-point scale in which 1 indicates that no children
vere attending at the beéinning of thc'les§on without correctioﬂ and 5
{indicates that all of the children were attending at tli¢ beginning.

5. Overview. The measures included here describe whether or not the

teacher gave a general overview at the beginning of the lesson and, 1if §Q¢_//

' . 319
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how it was deliverqd and what effect it had. The content of thé overview is
designated by checking ei*het mstruct:l.onal content” to indicate that no
such statement was given, "mechan{cal content" to indicate that only a des~

*

5 criptive overview was g:l.ven, such as, "Today we will rea.d pages 58-62;" or
, ~ “specific content" to indicate tt}gt the t'f.eacher gave an overview that expli-
citly de;scribed whe;t lesson c;mtent wbuld be covered tixat day. The motiva-
tional component of the overview ;.s described by .checking one of the five
- cateéoiies, either "negative" to indicat;e.'that the teacher made an over.tly )
.negat:l.ve statement about how bad the lesson was going to be, “none" to indi-
cate that: t:he teacher made no st‘;tement regarding the motivational Galue of
the lesson, nonspecif ic. positive wstat:ements" which indicate that the teacher
said something like, "You are really going to énjoy what we arq going to do’
today." "Specific positive motivational content" in which the teacher explain- ¢
ed vhy the Elessdn was going to be good, such as saying “When we finish this
> lesson you will be able to play~ the word game that you have been wanting to
play for so long," or "both," a. category which‘ includes.both the nonspecj‘,‘fic’
'pos:‘lt:l.ve and the spe(fific positive statement just described. .
If either an overview regarding the content or the motivational effect
_ of the lesson was given, then the "voii:e" and "effect" scales are completed.
The ";roice" scale indicates the tone of the teacher's voice and the apparent
excitement. or favorableness accbrded- by the teacher to the upcoining lesson.
This ranges along a 5-point scale from 1 indicating an obvious negative’out—
look to 5 indicating gushing enthusias@. The “effect” scale )measure‘s the
children's reactions to the overvipw and ranges from 1 indicating an overt

.~

negative reaction to 5 indicating ekcitcment on the part of the children.

6. Breaking up the group. This set oi} items describes whether 6:’ not

the teacher brpke up the group due to ability differences and, if so, how' this




was handled. ' 'l‘he coder checks either that the group was broken up by o ‘. -
indicat::l.ng “done," that the group should have been broken up because of ' |
ability differences, but was not by checking "needed, mot dome," or tﬁet

the group ”did not need. to be brokec up and consequently v;as not by checking
"hot needed, not done." If the category of “done" was checked, then the
following items in the section are also completed. The first four items
lieted describe how the group was bcokeﬂ‘uc. “High taught, dismissed"
indicates that the students whc were graeping the lesson more quiékly‘than
.the otheéc were taught throcgh co.the end of the objective and then sent to
their seats so that the teacher could work further with thoge students who
were cct learning as ftqpidly. "“High dismissed without teaching" indicates
that the teacher went no further with the high-ability students and simply )
dismissed them and retained the lower—abili;y students and worked with them
for the rest o£ the~iesson. “Low dismigssed" indicates that the teacher

sent away those :cildren who were not catching on as quickly as the others

and spent the rest of the group time working with those children who were
learning rapidly. The category of "other" is checked and comple;ed for

any other method of breaking UQ\the group due to alility differences. The
“expecfations ccmmunicated“.by breaking up the group is measured on a 1 to

5 scale with 1,1ndicating overt negative statements to the lower ability )
students, in which the teacher communicated to everyone that certain stu-
dente were not achieving as well as other students. A score of 5 on this

scale indicates that the teacher managed to break up the group without

overtly communicating any differential expectations. - ' C

7. Use of a studenc model. The coder checks one of three items to indi-

indicate whether or not the teacher used another student as a model for the
rest of the group in an academic interchange. “Group" is checked if the

R
L]
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teacher did qse a model while the group was mtact. witbout send:lng away

any of the students because of ability differences. "Broken is ch.ecked
-9 .

if the teacher used a model after breaking up the group.due to ability

differences and retained O“Q of the more capable students along vith other

" students who néeded some extra help and then used the more capable student

in an interchange to model questions and answers for the rest of the group.
"Noné“ is checked if no use of fhe model is present. If a model is uéed in
any way, then the rest of this section is compgleted. The items listed
under the heading "feedback': 'describe how the teacher responded to t:he
model's answers along a 5-point scale. A score of 1 indicates mere acknowl-
edgement of corréctness and 5 indicates that the teacher sav}e very specific
fee&back with regard to the model's answers so that the rest of the groﬁp
could und?rstand what was right about those,answers.‘not simply that they
were right. A scale of "expectations communicated" is also completed. A“ .
score of 1 on this scale iﬁdieagps much use of praise for the model with
,griticism of others in the group and direct comparieons of the ability of
the model to the ability of the other children. A ‘score of 5 indicates
thag the teacher made no comments about differential ability and focused

-

entirely on the answers given and the content of the lesson.

L)

-

8. Appropriateness of seating. Appropriate seating is defined as:

-

1) the teacher being placed so that he or she may see the rest of the

" children in the room as well ‘ag th¢ children in the reading group and

2) the placement of the children so that they can seec only the teacher
and their vision of the rest of the room is hampered as much as possible.
Two scales are therefore completed for the appropriateness of seating, one

for the teacher-and one for the child. In botli cases 1 responds to very

. -
inappropriate seating and 5 responds to appropriateness. The points in

i

-

L
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* the. scale are detérmined by the percentage of error. For ekaqpih.‘g.on the -

scale for the teacher would indicate that the teacher could only see 50% of . o

~

rest of the class. A point of 3 on the children's scale would indicate that

. »
50% of the children 4n the group could see what was going on in the rest of
the classroom. In either case, if the seating arrangement is inappropriate
because of building restraints or some other factor beyond control of the

‘teacher, then the “beyond" box is also checked. If for some reason this ’ -,

scale is not applicable for either the teacher or the childrenm, then."N/A

Teacher'or "N/A Children" is checked. The item is not applicable for the

teacher whenever there is another adult in"the room so that the teacher : .
does not have to suparvise the rest of the children. The‘iteg is not appli-

cable’for the children-when there are no other children in the room and

L

nothing else which would distract the children so that it.does not matter

how they are seated.

9. Demonstrations/Expectations. The items in this category-are com-

pleted for each activity assigned by the teacher, up to five activities.

These usuaily involve workbook or seat;ork assignments, which must be explained
to the children so that they know what to do. T@é numbers at the top of the
grids refer to the activity (first, second, .etc.) and for each one, the ver-
tical column is cbmpleted. The coder first determines for each activit§

vwhether a demon;tration has “occurred," was “geedeg, but did not occur," was
"not - needed ;nd did not occux" even though an activity is a?}ut to take place,

or whether there is a "repetition of a demonstration" because a previous one ‘
was'insufficient. (The coder determi&e; whether or nof a demonstration or
explanation is nceded ByAthe reaction of the children.) If a demonstration

has occurred, then the coder completes the "sufficiency" scale, which ranges -

from a score of 1 indicating a poor demonstration or explanation to a score




"of 3 indicating an excellent demonstration or explanation.‘ The sufflciency
is determined by the coder after considering the emount or detail that was.
included, the’ sequencing of the steps explained, ‘and the overall cla‘rity of
- the explanation. 'l‘he coder ‘also mdicates vhether any checks for feedback .
were made l:y the teacher and what kind were made. -"Question" refers to a
call for qu?stions. ('I‘he teacher says something to the effect of, "Does
everyone understang?" . or "Are there any questions?") “"Repeat" indicates
that the teacher has asked a child or children to repeat the directioms.
"Du{;;nstrate" means that' the teacher has asked a ‘child or children to demon-
strate the activity by going through some examples. "Start lesson" is checked
'whenever the teacher is ‘gndng to observe. the children working on the activity
and can therefore check on their understanding while they are doing this.
"None (WB)" is checked whenever the teacher gives an explanation of a work-
book activity," then dismisses tlie children to perform it, and does not have
any checks for feedback. The ~"C1iildten's comprehension" of instructions for
. activities is noted for each demonstration or explanation by a 5-point scale
in whicz 1 indicates that none. of the children understood the directions and
5 indicates that all of the children understood the directions. 'If the coder
cat:not rate children's comprehension because they w'erc dismissed from the
group before the activity. was performed, the category of “Can't rate" is
checked. /
10. New'words. New words are vocabulary wcrds.or letters which are
, l;ntré«luced to the children and are used in the lesson in somc way. They do
) not include words or letters which are the .'focus of an entire lesson. Five
variables are ‘considered for ecch new word or lJetter that is given, up to
ten words or letters. For each new woi‘d,"thc coder indicates whiether it
was given at the bcginning.of the lesson or during the lesson when it first

(, . /
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- appeared. . The coder also indicates whether the téacher gave the word to

the ehildren or had Ehe child figure it out. The third set of variables
indicates whether the ceachér éaée phonics clues, context élues, or neither
in presenting the new word.' The. last two sets of items are concerned.with
vhether the teadher has the children repeat a new word or lettet. If it is”
repeated, the coder indicates whether it was done by choral or individual
repetition, and whether or not all of the students had the chance to repeat

the ﬁprd or whether only some of them did.

11. Choral and call out responses. The coder keeps a tally of the

number of choral reapohseg}and group call outs occurring within that obser-
. ..
vation period. Choral responses are def{ned as total group responses which

are asked for by the teacher with the expectation th;t all of the children B
.in the group will respond with the same answer. Grouﬁ.call outs are defined

as severallchildren calling out the answer to a queslion,_yhether or not the
teacher has designated an‘individual to answer the quéstionf They differ

from choral responses in that tﬁé teacher does not indicate beforehand that

she wants more than one child to answer.

12. Undesirable question. "Rheto;ical".is checked whenever the teacher ™

asks a very oévious question and does not rgally expect an answer, suchl as
"Isn t that a beautiful picture?" "Answers own" is checked whenever the
teacher asks a question and answers it without calling on a child or waiting
for a child to answer’it. “Series' is checked whenever the teacher asks more
than one quégiion in a row.without waiting for a child to answer. Any other
"undesirable" questions are noted under "other" and described.

~ ) ¥
Individual Data

»
3

Figure 2 presents the sheets used to record academic and behavioral inter-

actions. The number of these sheets used for each observation depends on the

325
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before.

'é , - - ’f\
length of ghe_read%né-gfoup. '

1. COnééxt. The code’ not;s on each sheet the lesson conézxt'foF all
instructions on that page. : : - : ¢
"Slow, -No HB“'inQicates ; slow-paced question and answer seQQion in

which no workbook was invélved. TQgt 1§, the teacher 1s‘£sking questibns,

children are answering, and the pace is not fast enough to consider it a

drill. . - ~

s

.

"“WB" gtands for workbook activities. In this case each individual .

chilg‘is makiﬁg some response to each question whether or not this is ivﬁg:’
cated by an oral'response which'igvcoded. 3 \ (

*Drill" is checked whenever there is rap}d questioning and answering
by the children. The determining gharacteyistic of this dbntext.iﬁkgfs‘_
rapidity. The teacher moves quickly from child.to child'and gives ;;ry
little substantive feedback. |

“New reading" is checked whenever the children are$reading~a story
from their textbook for ﬁhe first time. They have not seen the material
. \ .

"Rereading" 1is checked whenever it is apparent to the coder,.ﬁsually
because the,teacﬂer has said something to that effect, that the children

are rereading material that they have secen before.

2. Teacher Out. In these blanks the cpder should note the time that

the teacher was out of the group and also indicate by checking "beyond" if

the teacher's absence on that particular occasion was due to some factor

_beyond his or her control, suéﬁ“!gﬂh child getting sick, a phone call from

~

the office, etc.
The rest of this coding sheet is divided into two sections: "Response

Opportunities” and "Bechavioral Contacts." 1In the response opportunities

326
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section, eacli line corresponds tc an interaction bet:ween the teacher and .
a child in which a question was asked, the answer was given, and the teacher
responded to the answer in some way.

3. Child mumber. A child number 1; entered on each line to indicate

which child in the group is interacting with the teachgr. The number is

entered under either "male" or "female" to facilitate later data analyses.
4. Type of selection. Eath line ;18; includes a check in one and

only one of the seven categories listed under'gelggtion. There are two

major types of selections, either initial selection or sq@éeguent selection.

Initial selection is used che first time the child is éalled on in a seriesr

of interactions, and one of the two sybsequent selection categories is checked

N
for each continued interaction without interruption. The five types of initial

selection are "order," in which the child is selected on the basis of the seat-

ing pattern, “preselect," in which the child is not selected on the basis of

the seating patternbut is named before the question is asked, "nonirolunteer,"

in which the child is not selected on the basis of the seating pattern and is
nbt called upon until after the question has been asked, “"voluateer," in which

the child is called upon bgcause he or she.has raised a hand and offered to
X4

answer the question, and “call out," in which a child has cq}led out an answer
\
to a question without beigg designated by the teacher to answer that question

and the answer is accepted by the teacher. The two types of subsequent selec-

-~

tion are "continue" in whieh the interaction with the teacher is continued for

some other purposes other than correcting a previous error and "error correc-
tion," which is checked whenever thé interaction is being sustained with a
child for the purpose of corvecting a previous error.

5. Comment. This‘categéry is checked if the teacher has called on the

child for the purpose of commenting about another child's answer for any other

4
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reason than giving the correct answer to an incorrect questioen.

6. Designation of reading turn. Either "turn" or "end of turn" 1s
checked yhenever an interaction has occutr;d*witbin a reading turﬁ. These
categories are necessary for later data gnalyses to separate out single
response opportunities and those which occurred within a reading turn, since
the only lines of coding entered for a reading turn are those which involve
an interaction with the teacher. That is, a child may read correctly all
the way through a turn and have no corrections and interactions with the
teacher, in which case only one line of coding with "e;a of turn" checked
would be entered to indicate that the child did tea&. However, if a child -
read the same materal and had several mistakes and several interactions
with the teacher because of those mistakes, there would be several lines of
coding with "iﬁfn" checked. Therefore, each interaction occurring within a
reading turn is desigqgggd by checking one of these two categories. .

7. Types of questions. For each line of coding one of the nine .ate-

gories listed under Questions is checked. Questions may be either reading

questions or nonreading questions. The categories considered under reading -

questions are those which have to do with a child actually looking at a

written symbol and saying a word or letter. Nonrcading questions have to
do with any other type of question that is asked during the reading turn
that does not emphasize actually reading a written symbol. The categories

of reading questions are “repeat," in which a child is asked to look at a

word and repeat what the teacher just said; "reading choice,” in which the
child is askeh to choose between {our or fewer alternatives in a question
which emphaslizes recading to make the correct choice; "word recognition,”
in which the task involves looking at a word and calling its name; and

“uord attack," in which the question requires the child to analyze a word

"



or letter into its component letters or sounds, or to answer & question about

LY

word attack skills. Types of nonreading questions are “personal” questions,

vhich require the child to éiy something about his personal background or
experience; "choice" questions which ask the child to choose between four or
fewer alternatives in ; situdtion that does not involQe the reading of words
in order to answer the question; "product" questions which require the child
to give some kind of factual answer which is not related to the comprehension
of the story just immediately read; "comprehension" questions which require
the child to answer a question about the content of material which has just
been read; and "interprec§§{we" questions which gequite the child to go
beyond some material which he or éhé has jﬁst read or heard and to either
make predictions, evaluations, or interpretations about the material, as in,
“What do you think is going to happen to David now?"

8. Answers. For each line of coding oné of the four categories of
Answers must be checked. The question caﬁ be either "correci," “incorrect,"
a child may answer "I don't know," or the child may méke "no response."

é

9. No feedback. If the teacher makes no response to the child's answer

and therefore does not give the child any indication of correctness or incor-
rectness, them this category is checked. No other kind of feedback is checked
when "no feedback" has occurred.

10. General feedback. The five categories described here may occur in

conjunction with other types of feedback with the exception of "no feedback."
"Emphasis" {s checked whenever‘the teacher repeats the child's answer for the
rest of the group or has the child or another child repeat that answer for

the purpose of the other children hearing it. "Process feedback" is checked
whenever the teacher goes beyond acknowledging or giving an answer and actually

extlains the answer or the process used in arriving at that answer, such as

329
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explaining the proceés of sounding out a word. "Praise" and-"Criticism"

are checked whenever they ‘occur. These categeries apply®to praise and:
% . . * ‘
criticism of a child's answers only. "Specific" is checked in conjunction’

@

s . . -
wth a)ther’ praise or cirticism when the teacher’has gone beyond a simple

statement of good or bad and qpéc;fies‘what was good about the answer or

what should have been done differently to avoid eriticism of the answer.

11. . Terminal feedback. The.three categories de;czibed here aré used
vhenever the teacher doés something to end that chil&'s response opportunity
about that question. The teacher can eithera"give the answér." "ask other,"
or accept a “call out," in which another child shouts out an answer or a
correction before the teacyer can respond and the teacher allows this to
stand as feedback in termination .of that question.

)

12. Sustaining feedback. The four categories listed here are checked
whenever the teacher does something which sustains an interaction with that

child. "New question" is checked when the teacher asks the child a new
question which does not serve as an error correction of a previous answer.
The.other three categories describe an attempt to have the child correct a
preéious error.. "Repeat" is checked whenever‘Fhe teacher simply repeats
the question or prods the child without giving any substantive help, ?clue"'
is checked whenever the teacher gives some help by rephrasing the question
or giving clues but does not s;mplify the question so much that the answer
is obvious, and "give" is cheékcd whenever the teacher gives a clue or
rephrases the question in such an obvious way that the child is almost 2
insured success on his second attempt at answering.

13. Pesults. - Whenever one of the last three types of susiaining feed-

{

back is checked (“repeat," "clue," or "give') the result of that error cor-

rection feedback is recorded by indicating whether the next answer was

el
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improved or was not improved.

. - b
The next block of categories concerns Behavioral Contacts by the

)

teaéher. These are recorded independently of the Response Opportunities.

14. Child number. The child number of the recipient of the behavioral

-~

<

contact is recorded if the child was 1n the group at that time. If a behav-

- 4oral contact involves a child out of the group, then the number 998 is

?

entered to indicate an out-of-group concaéQ

*

156 Behavior number. One of the fourteen behavior numbers listed in

the upper right-hand corner of the coding sher <. is entered in this columr
for every line of coding. ‘The first ten are only applied to students in

the reading group: .

'_/j 1. “Call out unaccepted" by the teacher and corrected.

2. "Call out accepted” by thé teacher for its academic
+ content but also corrected.for the call out behavi§?.
‘3. "“Individual inappropriate"‘behavior, which subsumes
1nattéhtivé type behaviors or anything that a child
does individually which is not appropriate to the

reading group setting and does not fall into one of

%
-

the other categories.

4., *“Social intaraction with another child in the égading
group which .is not desired.

5. "Priqa?e disturbance" is an individual's behavior
which,is-loud enough or active enough to disturb the
other children. ©

6. "Posture® includes any inappropriatéabehavior related

to sitting in the group.

7. “Materials" includes any inappropriate behavior
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involving*the books, papers, pencils. etc. used
.1n the reading groyp activities. This includes 4
holding the book upside down, being on the Qrong .
page, misuse of the marker, etc. '

8. "Contraband" includes the poésession o£~any
materials not appropriate.to the reading group
éucﬁ as toys, gum, or books for other activities. .

\ ‘ 9. "Other in-group" inappropr%ate beh;viors noé;listed :

aBove. . |
10. "fraisewofthy" behavior occurring during the reading

. group. This is only followed by a teacher reqption

of praise. The first nine items are all considered
behaviors which result in a corrective contact.

The next ‘four behaviors are concerned only with out-of-group contracts:
that is, the teacher interacts with a child that is not sedted ;n the re;d~
ing group. These behaviors are: .

11, "“Child-initiated brief," in which the child épproaches
the teachey and the contact is of a very brief duration
(léss than five seconds).

12. "Child-initiated long," in which the child approaches
the teacher and the contact lasts longer than five
seconds. .

\'13. "Teacher-initiated brief," in which the teacher inter-
rupts the group to say something to those uvutside the
group but the contact is brief (less than five seconds).

14, "Teacher-initiated long," in which the teacher interrupts

the group and the contact las‘s longer than five seconds.
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16., Teacher reactions. - The next seven categories are checked to

;ndiéate'wbat kind of teather reaction occnrned~w1t§1a each of tﬁe beéiv- i
ioral contacts. "Praise" indicatea that the teacher said soncthing about
how good a particular behavior was, "Ignore‘ is used only for behavior
categories of "call out unacgepted" and the “child-initiated cut-of-group?
cogtaers. .;ﬁanagement" 1s checked whenever the teacher delivered a cor;ec-.
tive contact in a,calm,‘nonirratar;d tone of vioce. “ﬁernins" indicates
that the teacher showed irritation or slight enger in the voice and implied
a threat to the child or some punishment if he or she does not complj.
"Crigécism” is checked whenerer the teecﬁer'? voice was extreme and demon~
strated -anger or delivered some punishment to the child because of the
behavior. "Nouq;rbal interactio?" is checked whenever the teacher delivexs,
a corrective contact without saying anything; that is, a gesture of some

L 4

sort served to correct the child. . "Specificity" is checked whenever any ,
of the previous categories just described (with the exception ofig}gnore")
was specific as to either what behavior is Being praised or as to what

alternative behavior is desirable in the case of the corrective contact.



-
»

.Appendix c
, Glossary of Thrns Used to Describe Data from the

First~Crade Reading Group Study . '

The following 18 an alphabetical 1ist of terns derived from the .

observation system used to describe teacher and student.behaviors: of

*

interest in the study. E ‘ .

Asedemic'interaction. This is also described as a response opportu-
nity, an oral interchange in which the teadher asks an academic question

of an 1ndividua1 student vho angwers 1n some way and may teceive feedback

* . » ﬂ

from thé teacher. ., o .

Ask other. A type of temminal feedbagk, i; wﬁich the teacher asks
a ;ecSnd child to answer a~questioh that was not anéwer;h.éogpectly by
the first respondent.

Behavior contact. An interaction in which the teacher cérrecés the

child for some misbehavior or praises some bgpavior that was good. These

interactions are not academic in nature.

. P

Call out. A type of sel!E,ion in which a student answers a question
without having been designated by the teacher (either by seating position
or by being named). It is also a type of terminal feedback when a second
student calfb»opt an answer or gives soine ﬁind of feedback after the first
student's answer was ineorrect. This occurs without the teacher: calling

on the second student to request the answer.”

TSSO

Choice question. @ type of question in which the student must select
from four or fewer alternativés to answer a question that is not about a
word or sound. . ~.

$
Olue jeedback. A type of sustaining feedback following an incorrect

answer or' failure to respond. i1The teacher provides clues or simplified

~ questions to help the same student get a better answer.
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Comment. A second student is asked by the teacher to comment on the

. = ’ *
"s ' answer given by the first.etudent. This is not done in order to provide

.

the correct answer, but to let the second student repeat the answer or

expéhd.it.

Comprehension question. A type of québtion'in which the student pto-

. vides information about some material that his just been read in the gtoup.

Coryect answqgf A type of answer that is acceptable to the teacher.

Criticism (in academic interactions). A type of feedback that includes

L 4

a very negative response to the child and?or the answver.

> Criticism (in bebavior contacts). A type of teacher reaction to mis-

i

behavior that 1n91uded an angry tone of voice and/or the delivery of puniah-

went. . .

Don't know answer. A type of answer in which the studedit simply stated,

“I don't know."

. Emphasis feedback. A type of fecedback by which the teache} ensures th;t
the rest of the group heard the answer and understood it. This usuélly neans

tbpt the teacher repeated it or had a child repeat it,

¢f Feedback. The response offered by a teacher to an individual student's

answer to an academic question.

5 . ) Give answer feedback. A type of terminal feedchk in which' the teacher

supplies the answer to a child who has not answered correctly.

Give by elue feedback. A type of sustaining feedback in which the teacher

continues to ask questions to the child, but makes the new questions so simple
that the answer is essentially given to the child. “The difference between this

category ,of feedback and that of give answer is that this technique elicits the -

correct answer from the child who originally made the error.
Ignore. A type of teacher reaction to misbehavior in which no acknowledg-

ment is given by the teacher. This category was only applicable to call outs

*
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and child-initjated out-of-group 1nterruptiona;

Inprovement. The result of sustaining feedback that led to a better
answer than t@at originally given by the child.

Incorrect answer. ' A type of -answer that was not acceptable. , .

Interpretation question. A tﬁpe of dueation in which the s;u&ent is

-

required to make predictions, evaluations, or interpretatioms. -

Management. A tyge of teacher reaction to misbehavior that was mild

in tone.with no threat of punishment.

">

New question. A type of feedback in which the teacher asks a related
question of a student who has just completed answering a question.

No feedback. The absence of any feedback to an answer. ?he teacher

‘did not, respond with affirmation or negation of the answer ﬁﬁd provided no

<.
other substantive feedback. .

\ No improvement. The result of sustaining feedback that did not lead

b

f to a better response than that given by the child to the original queation.
)
No response answer. A type of answer in which the ‘child did not say

" anything in respense to the teacher's questien.

- Nonreading questions. A large category of questions'composed of five

_) smaller categories: personal, choice, product, comprehension, and inter-

pretation having in common that the student is being asked a ques-ion about.

a fact, the content of what has been read, or is asked for an opinion. See

also reading question.

<

-

Nonturn response opportunities. The interaction between the teacher

and child did not take place while the child was reading a sentence or

prssage aloud.

Nonverbal-intervention. A type of teachgr reaction to misbehavior

that consisted of a gesture, look, or finger-snap.

336 ‘
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Nonvolunteer. A type of selection in which the teacher asks a ques-

t:lon and. then calls on a child who has not volunteexed to answer,-and who

was not previously designated to answer because of his or her seating

position. ° ) v

v' . . e

. Ordered selection. A type of selection based on seating position

-

because the teacher was using a patteﬁr of selecéion, such as gding from
y 3 h ‘

e one end of the group to the other. - . e

»

‘Personal question. A type of question in which the student was asked

to describe a personal experience or state'an'opinion about personal pref-
erence. g
" Rraise. A type of academic feedb;ck or reaction to ;tudept behavior
in which thé,tgachexiindicates a very ﬁavorables positive response to the
child, the answer, or the behavior. i
Preselect. A type of selection in which the teacfer names'a ;artic-
ular child before asking a question and is apparently not selecting the

student because of his or her seating position.
*

Process feedback. A type of feedback in which the/tggchér explains

the steps oy process necessary to solve a problem or answer a question.

Product question. A’Eype of question in which thetétudent must pro-
dute some fact or label from memory that does not include reading a word
or answering a'bomprehension question.

Reading choice question. A type of question in which the student

must choose between four or fewer alternatives that answer a question about
a word, letter, .or sound. ’

Reading qnestiod. A large category of questions composed of four

smaller categories: repetition, reading choice, word attack, and word
recognition, which have in common that the student is asked to decode or

identify words, letters, or sounds. See also nonrcading questionms.

. \: : : vy,
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Repeat feedback. A.t&pe of sustaining feedback in which the teacher

repeats the oi‘iginal‘ q\ueg'tion\ without providing any uore’ information, or
'6therwise encourages the child to respond without’ providing any eubecen-

tive help.

Repetition qnestion. A type of question in which the student is asked

+

to repeat a word that has just been read.

.

Response opportunity (R.0.). An interaction between a teacher and an
individual child in the reading group about an academic question. .It con- ,
sists of three parts: the question asked by the teacher, the response of

the child, and the feedback delivered by the teacher.

Result of sustaining feedback. Indication as to whether or not the

' teacher's efforts actually led to a. better response by the child. This

wds classified as either improvement or fp improvement.

Specificity. When used with praise, this term.means that the praise

specified exactly what was good about what the child just did or said. When
used with criticism, it indicates that the teacher was specific about wiat
should have been done instead of the criticized behavior. .

\ -
. Sustained interaction. A response opportunity (teacher question, child

answer, and teacher feedback) which was the result of the teacher offering
sustaining feedback to the incorrect answer just given by the child.

Sustainify feedback. Teacher response to a child who has answered

incorrectly, ﬁas gsaid "I don't know," or has failed to respond. The teacher
. L

stays with the child for another interaction instead of giving terminal

' feedback. &

Terminal- feedback. A response offercd'bf the teacher when the child's

answer was incorrect, "I don't know," or a failure to respond, ending the
4
child's opportunity, to answer that question by providing the answer or having

it provided. .

-
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Total response opportunities. Response oppprtgnities that are noé

distinguished as to vhethat/or not they occurrxed during a reading turﬁ.

¢

Turn response opportunities. Academic interactions (response cppor-

tunities) that occurred while the child was reading a sentence or passage

aloud.

-~

Warning. A typé‘of teacher reaction to misbehavior that included an
;rriéated tone of voice and perhaps an implied or stated threat of punish-

// ment .
<

*

Word attack question. A type of question in which the student must

give information about sounds of' letters within a word, or about the pro-
. cess of breaking down a word into. its componeunt partéf

* Word recognition question. A type of question in which the sdtudent

must éai the name of a word or letter by reading it aloud.
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